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EASTERN ARKANSAS REGION COMPREHENSIVE STUDY
GRAND PRAIRIE AREA DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

DRAFT GENERAL REEVALUATION REPORT (GRR)

(Responses To Comments from Public Review -- Only those comments requiring a response are
included in this presentation. A copy of all comments received from the public review is
attached.)

I. State of Arkansas
Department of Pollution Control and Ecology
8001 National Drive, P.O. Box 8913
Little Rock, Arkansas 72219-8913

Comment 1. What is the minimum flow in cubic feet per second that will be used for the
pump cut-off level? The GRR gave a range of flows based on mean monthly flows in the
State Water Plan. The Department needs an actual minimum flow number.

Response 1.  As stated in the GRR, the pump cut-off level is based on the Arkansas State
Water Plan . The minimum flow rate will vary month to month as shown in Hydraulics and
Hydrology (H and H) Appendix, pages IV-3 and [V-4. Based on the referenced pages, 9,650
¢fs in the months of August, September, and October is the minimum flow rate. All
pumping will be stopped when this level is reached.

Comment 2. How will sediment transport and scour be controlled in the 184 miles of
earthen canals?

Response 2. As stated in H and H Appendix, 5-B-03 Summary, the potential for
deposition, as presented, represents worst-case conditions. Limited sediment data in the
White River indicates suspended sediment concentrations of approximately 74 mg/l. Inlet
channel deposition was predicted to remove virtually all of this material; therefore, water
actually entering the canal system should be relatively sediment free. As such, deposition
rates shown for concentrations of 40 mg/l and 60 mg/l would significantly overstate
depositional tendencies. Actual deposition within the canal system should be minimal. Any
scour potential should be limited by the cohesive nature of the canal banks (constructed to
minimize seepage) and vegetative cover above the waterline. Additionally, the canal system
will function as a series of pools, between check structures, except when at peak capacity.
Average canal velocities at peak capacity will be 1.6 feet per second or less. With a limited
sediment load being transported within the canal system, the potential for significant
sediment inflows into the natural streams would be very minimal.

Comment 3. What will be the impacts on water quality from six years of construction?



II.

Response 3. The project will be constructed in phases that should have little effect to
existing water quality. Water quality will be monitored during project construction and
operation. Erosion control measures will be incorporated as a construction practice.

Comment 4. How will maintenance be performed and who is responsible for maintenance?

Response 4. The White River Regional Irrigation Water Distribution District is
responsible for operating and maintaining the project. Volume 1, the Main Report, provides
the operation plan on page 82 and the operation and maintenance requirements on pages 83-
85. The estimated annual maintenance costs are included in Table 10 on page 87.

Arkansas Department of Parks & Tourism
One Capitol Mall
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Comment 1. We concur with the comments submitted by the Arkansas Game and Fish
Commission in their letter of February 22, 1996, concerning the possible impacts on fish and
wildlife resources and would also say that the public recreational possibilities for this project
should be explored further. With the number of miles of canals that would be built, we
would think there would be some opportunities for public access where these waterways
crossed public lands, such as highway right-of-ways, for instance.

Response 1. Most features of the recommended plan are not conducive to recreation
development; however, the local sponsor has stated a desire to work with other interests to
pursue mutually desirable and cost shared recreation. Willingness to cost share is critical.
The irrigation district would provide public fishing at sites they own as safety allows.

Comment 2. We were disappointed to see the comment in paragraph 1.13 of the Draft EIS
summary that “recreational development is a low budgetary priority under current Corps
policy.” That comment is difficult to understand from the nation’s leading provider of water
based recreation and the nation’s second leading provider of all recreation. Recreational
benefits were used in the cost benefit analysis for this project, yet the Corps acts as if they
have no responsibility for helping to manage it. This is especiaily disturbing in light to the
language in Section 208(a) of the Water Resources Development Act of 1996, which directs
the Corps to provide increased emphasis on, and opportunities for recreation at water

resources projects operated, maintained or constructed by the Corps of Engineers.

Response 2. Most recreational opportunities provided by the Corps are associated with
reservoir operation. In these cases where multiple recreational opportunities are provided,
the Corps controls access to the areas. Such is not the case with this project where access
to canals and storage reservoirs is controlled by adjacent landowners. However, as stated in
Response 1, the sponsor is willing to provide access at sites they own where access can be
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safely made and to work with others to increase public access.

Arkansas Geological Commission
Vardelle Parham Geology Center
3815 West Roosevelt Road

Little Rock, Arkansas 72204

Comment 1. One concern, however, is that there is no mention of any assessment of
earthquake hazards in the design of the main pumpage station near DeValls Bluff, Arkansas
in Volumes 1 and 9. The structure is to be located on the White River floodplain atop 20 feet
of fill. Such a placement and construction could cause foundation failure during a major
earthquake in the region. Also, earth levees and dikes built above the surrounding land level
could fail, especially during periods of heavy rainfall.

Response 1.  Earthquake was addressed in Appendix B, Engineering Investigations and
Analysis, Volume 4, Section II, Para. 2.09b. An analysis of the proposed site of the major
pumping station (1640 cfs) was undertaken to determine the annual risk factor (R, )for an
earthquake to cause liquefaction of the underlying foundation sands. This analysis is shown
on Plates I1-20 and 11-21. The analysis was controlled by the sand layer at Elevation 128.0
feet NGVD (44 feet from the surface) of Boring 2-EAPSU-94. This risk factor was
determined to be equal to 0.000823 for existing conditions. The pumping station foundation
is 36 feet below natural ground, however the ground around the station was raised in order
to provide access to the station that is above a 100 year flood. Although earthquake analyses
were not specifically performed for the canal levees, the analyses performed were very
conservative and will be adequate for an earthquake loading condition. The canal levee
embankment design resulted in a minimum factor of safety of 1.35 for the after construction
loading case assuming very conservative conditions (See Plate 1I-17). An embankment with
an after construction factor of safety of this magnitude will have a factor of safety in excess
of 1.0 for earthquake loads.

Arkansas Department of Health
4815 West Markham Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72205-3867

Comment 1. The cities of Carlisle, Hazen, DeValls Bluff, Ulm, Stuttgart, DeWitt have
water and sewer mains in the project area. The city of Des Arc and the Grand Prairie
Regional Water Distribution District have water mains in the project area.

Response 1. Concur. Planning for the project included identifying necessary relocations
to maintain utility service throughout the project area. Where necessary, utilities will be
relocated to maintain service.



Comment 2. Plans and specifications for the relocation of any water or sewer mains should
be submitted to and approved by this office prior to commencement of construction.

Response 2. Concur. The local sponsor is responsible for project relocations. During
preparation of plans and specifications, a nght-of-way map will be furnished to the sponsor
for each item of work. This map will include the necessary relocations. The sponsor will
work with the facility owners in coordination with your office to ensure that the relocations
are preformed in an acceptable manner.

Comment 3. Funding of this project will need to include monies for the relocation of water
and/or sewer mains and services.

Response 3. Concur. An estimated cost of all relocations is included in the total project
cost with $4,379,000 included for utility relocations. Utilities at 342 locations will be
impacted by the project. A brief description is given in Volume 1, Main Report, on page 76,
and the facility inventory and cost estimates are provided in Table III-B-1 in Volume 5,
Appendix B, Section III, General Engineering and Relocations.

Wildlife Management Institute
110 Wildwoods Lane
Lawrenceburg, TN 38464

GENERAL COMMENTS

Comment 1. Although the GPADP is the only currently authorized project, it is one of five
irrigation projects proposed as part of the overall Eastern Arkansas Comprehensive Project.
Two other irrigation projects being considered would withdraw water from the White River,
one would withdraw from Bayou Meto and one would withdraw water from the Little Red
River. We urge the Corps to include an assessment of the potential cumulative impacts of
all irrigation projects being considered in the Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study
in the Final EIS. Due, in part, to a long list of government and private water related projects
in eastern Arkansas, some tremendous problems have developed. This creates - -crious need
to study cumulative effects of all proposed projects involving water resources. uch studies
may aid in preventing some additional serious, long-term problems.

Response 1. A section has been added to the FEIS that addresses cumulative impacts of
other potential irrigation projects (i.e., Little Red River, Black River) on the White River
basin. Environmental monitoring programs for the GPADP will be designed and
implemented with input from natural resource agencies. Any future study would analyze
impact considering existing or authorized projects in place. However, at this time, the only
planned, funded, or authorized project utilizing the White River or its tributaries excess water
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is the Grand Prairie Project. Also, the White River Navigation to Newport, Arkansas,
General Reevaluation is quantitatively evaluating cumulative impacts associated with it and
the GPADP.

Comment 2. On page 5 of the GRR it is claimed that “this document is of sufficient detail
and content to serve as a basis for proceeding to design memoranda, as needed, and plans and
specifications for project construction.” We disagree with this statement and will identify
some of our major concerns. Our review concludes that both the GRR and DEIS are
incomplete and inadequate according to requirements of the National Environmental Policy
Act. These documents indicate that many major project decisions concerning development,
operation and maintenance agreements between the Corps of Engineers, Natural Resources
Conservation Service and the White River Regional Irrigation Water Distribution District
(WRRIWDD) (non-federal sponsor) have not been made. We will identify some of the
indecisive situations in this letter. Because of the absence of some important specific details
and/or the lack of disclosure of important features of the plan, we were not able to amve at
fully informed conclusions on all elements of interests to us.

Response 2. Alternative analyses have been conducted to determine the selected plan
which has substantial national economic benefits, minor environmental impacts, and
substantial environmental benefits. Project benefits and impacts have been fully investigated
and considered. Outstanding questions center on the division of plan responsibilities, not the
plan itself. The plan will be operated and maintained by the local sponsor. Division of
responsibilities, which will be specified in the project cooperation agreement, will not affect
the impact assessments or project feasibility.

Comment 3. Of particular interest to us is project related impacts on wildlife and fish in
the GPADP. Unfortunately, with the exception of fish, the documents included few specifics
about such impacts. We recognize that this results partially from the widespread intensive
agricultural land use of the project area. However, the documents included many claims for
project induced benefits to waterfowl and waterfowl hunting. Yet we could locate no
specific plans for waterfow] and we understand that none exist.

Response 3.  Studies were conducted to evaluate potential impacts to wildlife habitat and
wetlands. Biologists from the Memphis District, Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, and
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) collected field data for use in Habitat Evaluation
System (HES) and Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) evaluations. The Memphis District
conducted a HES analysis to calculate project-induced habitat losses; the USFWS
independently performed a HEP analysis in order to estimate wildlife habitat impacts.
Results of the HES analysis were presented in the DEIS; and the HEP results were
summarized in the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report contained in Volume 9,
Appendix C, Section VI, Part A.

A multi-agency team led by the Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission and Natural
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Resources Conservation Service, with participation by the Arkansas Game and Fish
Commission, USFWS, Mempbhis District Corps of Engineers, and the Arkansas Highway and
Transportation Department (AHTD), conducted a study to assess impacts of water
withdrawals from the White River on wetlands and bottomland hardwood forests within the
floodplain. This study was conducted on the floodplain west of Clarendon, Arkansas, in the
White River National Wildlife Refuge. Results of this study are summarized in the DEIS.

Malacologists, Dr. John Harris (AHTD), Dr. Paul Heartfield (USFWS), and Dr.
Andrew Miller (U.S. Army Waterways Experiment Station) were consulted regarding
potential impacts to mussels within the White River and the need for a quantitative impact
study. It was concluded that the minor reductions in surface water elevations of the White
River should not cause significant impacts to mussels and that no quantitative impact
assessment was necessary. I[n addition, the Memphis District funded a USFWS mussel
survey of LaGrue Bayou; this survey was led by Dr. Heartfield. This survey revealed that
only low-density populations of mussels exist in LaGrue Bayou; the USFWS informed the
Memphis District that no additional surveys were necessary for the purpose of assessing
impacts to mussels within tributary streams.

The Memphis District did not ignore potential impacts to either fish or wildlife.
Regarding the waterfowl plan, see our response to Comment 6.

DRAFT GENERAL REEVALUATION REPORT (GRR)

Comment 4. Page 19. Meteorology. The average annual rainfall for the project area is
described as approximately 49 inches with the distribution by months listed. It is claimed
that “This distribution does not correlate to the timing of water needs for agriculture.” This
is an incorrect statement and should be excluded. Numerous farms are successful in the
project vicinity with this amount of rainfall and distribution. Certainly farming in the area
may be more productive with irrigation water, however this also comes at high economic and
environmental costs.

Response 4. The distribution of rainfall does not in fact correlate to the timing of water
needs for agricuiture. Crop season traditionally falls in the months from May to October. If
an examination of the monthly mean rainfall amounts presented in Figure IV-A-02 is
conducted, approximately 45 percent -f the annual average rainfall will fall between
November and March. Perhaps the “timing of water needs” should have been stated “timing
of water requirements.” While dryland soybean production can take place utilizing only
rainfall, the area’s rice and aquaculture production cannot continue without supplemental
irrigation water. Even soybean production is more profitable and a better use of the area’s
valuable resources under irrigation as shown in the crop budgets presented in the Economic
Appendix (Tables D-II-5 and D-1I-6). These budgets account for all economic costs
associated with both dryland and irrigated crop production.



Comment 5. Page 21. Fisheries. The White River is identified here, and in other sections
of the project documents, as having high quality fisheries. According to the GRR, 243,900
acre-feet of water per year will be pumped from White River to irrigate crops during the
growing season. To benefit waterfowl, the documents claim that water would be pumped
in the fall/winter season from the White River onto 38,525 acres at an average depth of 4
inches beginning in October. The proposed pumping would follow the driest period of the
year (July, August, September and October - page 19, GRR). What effect will this have on
the White River fishery during the lowest flow of the year during years of low rainfall?
What effect will pesticides used on agricultural lands have when irrigation runoff reenters
streams, especially during low stream flow periods? What effect may this have on White
River National Wildlife refuge and other public lands located downstream of the project
area? The GRR {on page 21) explains that desiccation during summer has an adverse effect
on fisheries in tributary streams. Other studies referenced in the documents claim that the
water removal from the White River will not have a significant adverse effect on the fishery.
The tremendously valuable sport and commercial fishery of the White River deserves
exceptional protection.

Response 5. The aquatic evaluation determined that impacts on pumping of fish habitat
during the low water season (July - October) would be minimal or non-existent.
Furthermore, pumping would cease once river stages reached the minimum flow
requirements identified in the Arkansas State Water Plan (ASWP). Existing water quality
should not be affected by the project. The water quality of the area is governed by current
water management practices and the project should not have any adverse impacts. Most of
the tributary streams are small (width < than 50 feet), and some reaches become dewatered.
Thus, additional water from the White River will increase the habitat value of the tributaries.
“Desiccation” is not an issue in the White River, which has an average annual discharge of
approximately 30,000 cubic feet per second, and pumping would cease once river stages fell
below the ASWP minimum flows. The aquatic evaluation concluded that even a maximum
reduction of one foot during pumping will not have adverse impacts on White River fishes.

Comment 6. Page 45. Flooding for Waterfowl. This section identifies a major need for
additional waterfow! feeding and resting areas in eastern Arkansas. A claim is made that a
waterfow! habitat plan was developed by a coalition of agencies and private interests. The
stated goal of the plan “was to annually flood 45,000 acres of harvested fields and annually
manage up to 30,000 additional acres to impound rain water.” Required flooding depths
were estimated to be “an average of 4 inches.” According to the GRR, a “joint venture”
project to accomplish these goals was developed under auspices of the North American
Waterfowl Management (NAWMP). This claim was repeated on page 77 for the selected
plan (Alternative 7B). Here it is claimed that 38,529 acres of harvested rice fields would be
flooded on an average annual basis from 1 November to 28 February to provide 22,385,349
duck-use days annually.

After thorough review of all GPADP project documents, we could not locate a
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waterfowl plan of any kind for the specific project area. [ serve on the NAWMP Lower
Mississippi River Joint Venture Board and I do not recall ever learning about a NAWMP
joint venture project for the GPADP. We contacted your office, the Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission to inquire about a specific waterfowl
plan for the GPADP. We were advised that, indeed, no specific waterfowl plan or NAWMP
“joint venture” project has been developed for the GPADP area. We urge that either a
specific waterfowl plan be developed or that all references to such a plan be removed from
all project related documents.

Response 6. [t is true that no joint venture agreement has yet been signed or executed for
the project area and that the waterfowl plan is still being developed. Like all other major
project features, plan development is on-going. It may have been premature to have referred
to the plan in the main report as a “joint venture project” since an agreement has not yet been
signed, but it is appropriate to refer to the plan development as a “joint venture effort.”
Waterfow! biologists from the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, Ducks Unlimited, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, National Biological Service, and Ducks Unlimited have
participated in this effort. The Memphis District and the White River Regional Irrigation
Water Distribution District (WRRIWDD) are committed to finalizing a plan to flood over
38,000 acres of harvested rice fields (on an average annual basis) for waterfowl. We will
continue to work with natural resource agencies and organizations to finalize the plan. We
are confident that this final plan will be acceptable to these natural resource organizations
and that a formal joint venture agreement will be executed. The Memphis District and the
WRRIWDD will not abandon the waterfowl plan, and the waterfowl plan will be
implemented. The cropland flooding for waterfowl will be incorporated into the operations
manual and will be referenced in the project cooperation agreement, the contract between the
Federal Government and the project sponsor for construction, operation, and maintenance
of the project.

Comment 7. Page 87. Table 10. This table identifies annual waterfowl benefits of
$473.000. This sum was used to arrive at the project benefit-to-cost ratio. Assuming that
there is no waterfowl plan, how was this sum developed?

Response 7. The $473,000 figure is an average annual equivalent (AAE) value. An AAE
value is the sum of the present value of the benefit stream expected to occur over the life of
the project, plus any benefit expected to occur during project construction, which is
discounted over the project life. The derivation of this figure is presented in Table D-1I-17
of the draft GRR. The present annual waterfowl benefit is calculated to be $449.,480. Itis
estimated that 17.400 acres of harvested cropland is flooded annually each winter for
waterfowl. On an average annual basis, the project would provide an additional 21,129 acres
of flooded cropland for waterfowl. Using harvest data and hunter effort data developed for
Arkansas, it was estimated that the waterfow! feature would annually provide an additional
15,023 hunting man-days. According to Engineering Regulation 1105-2-1090 and Corps
Economic Guidance Memorandum 97-3, the value of a waterfowl hunting man-day was
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determined to be $29.92. Therefore, it was estimated that the waterfowl feature would
provide $449,480 in annual benefits. The $473,000 in annual benefits can not be realized
without implementation of the waterfowl feature. However, economic justification of the
project is not dependent on the waterfowl plan. With the waterfowl plan the benefit to cost
ratio is 1.24 to 1; the benefit to cost ratio without the waterfowl flooding would be 1.22 to
1.

Comment 8. Page 88 and Table 11. The text on this page and table 11 states that “38,525
acres of cropland will be annually flooded to benefit waterfowl” as one of the measured
effects of the plan. Again there is no specific plan or other information that we can locate
which will allow anyone reviewing the GRR, DEIS or Appendix C-Environmental document
to understand this claim. For example, specifically where are the private land acres that will
be flooded? How much will the pumped water cost? Who will pay for the cost of the
pumped water? Who will pay landowners to repair the many miles of rice field levees so that
they will hold water on the fields? Have sufficient numbers of private landowners agreed
to allow for 38,525 acres to be flooded from 1 November to 28 February? What types of
agreements will be made with private landowners for flooding rights on their fields? Ifa
plan with these specifics or any specifics concerning wildlife exist for the proposed GPADP
project area, please furnish us a copy for review. Also, pleas include any such plans as an
integral part of the final GRR and EIS.

Response 8. The addition flooding for waterfowl will be incorporated into the operations
plan and referenced in the PCA. This feature will also be incorporated in the contractual
document between the NRCS and the landowner, The local sponsor will be required to
operate and maintain the project in accordance with the operations plan. Area farmers
currently flood harvested rice fields for waterfowl. The repair of the rice field levees is
currently an established and ongoing practice in the management of rice stubble. The
practice is to roll or flatten the rice stubble. Then the levees are repaired to catch fall and
winter rainfall, which causes the stubble to rot or decay. An additional benefit is the decaying
rice stubble increases invertebrate production which provides a valuable source of protein
for waterfowl. The following spring any remaining residue will be much easier to manage.
The project will provide water to flood the fields in a timely manner and at depths sufficient
for waterfowl habitat. Only an alternate source of irrigation water can provide the necessary
depths in a timely manner.

Comment 9. Pages 85 and 100. It is explained on pages 85 and 100 that Section 103()(1)
of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 mandates that “Any project to which this
section applies (other than a project for hydroelectric power) shall be initiated only after non-
Federal interests have entered into binding agreements with the Secretary to pay 100 percent
of the operation, maintenance, and replacement and rehabilitation costs of the projects...”
Have the non-Federal interests agreed to pay for the total costs of the entire project, including
the operation and maintenance of reconstructed rice field levees and pumping water to flood
38,525 acres to an average depth of 4 inches from 1 November through February 28 for
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waterfowl habitat? If so, please include specific information of such agreements in the final
GRR and EIS.

Response 9. The non-Federal sponsor has indicated a willingness to sponsor the project.
A Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA) will be negotiated with the sponsor prior to the
initiation of construction. This agreement will meet the requirements of Section 103(j)(1)
of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986. The PCA also includes a requirement
that the project be operated in accordance with the operation and maintenance plan
developed for the project. This plan reflects the analyses presented in the report and EIS
including the waterfowl flooding. However, Corps policy is to not execute the PCA until the
report and the ROD on the EIS has been approved.

Comment 10. Page 102. [t is further explained on page 102 that:

“At this stage of project development, it was assumed that there would be an agreement with
the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) to implement on-farm features. This
includes all conservation measures, management strategies, and retrofit of existing irrigation
systems to utilize the delivery system. This component also includes provisions for
providing waterfowl feeding and resting areas during the fall and winter months. As
the project further develops, implementation and operation and maintenance of on-farm
features may follow a different approach” (emphasis ours).

We assumed that this refers to the 38,252 acres to be flooded for waterfowl habitat. If we
are correct, has NRCS developed plans for the on-farm features? If so, please furnish us
copies of the agreements and plans. Importantly, these should be included in the final GRR
and EIS. The text on page 102 indicates that there may be confusion concerning
responsibilities and authorities.

Likewise, a letter dated June 12, 1998 to Colonel Bean from Tommy Hillman (WRRIWDD)
and included in the GRR (inserted following page 110) indicates more confusion of
responsibilities. This letter states, in part, that:

«“..before we can finalize the details of our Financing Plan and enter into Project Cooperation
Agreement (PCA), many issues involving Federal participation in the project must be
resolved. The most significant issues concern the extent of Federal participation in
individual project features such as the on-farm component of the project and the development
of appropriate ability to pay cost share guidelines as provided by current Federal law. Until
these crucial issues, which directly affect the non-Federal share, are resolved it is impossible
to produce a detailed Financing Plan.”

Because these “on-farm components” and federal-state-local financial responsibilities are an
essential part of the plan, we contend that these should be completed and circulated to all

interested reviewers for comments prior to completion of the draft GRR and DEIS.
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Response 10.  The NRCS has developed draft farms plans for 10% of the farms in the
project area for planning purposes to assess their costs, impacts, and benefits. This level is
sufficient for feasibility level design, cost estimating, and analyses. Detailed designs will be
accomplished prior to construction. The issues discussed in Mr. Hillman’s letter are cost
sharing policy issues within the Corps of Engineers. These issues are described in the main
report on page 100, Ability to Pay, and on page 103, Cost Apportionment. These issues are
with the role the Federal Government would play in sharing the costs of the plan and do not
effect the impacts of the recommended plan. The Federal Government will not execute the
PCA until the EIS is processed.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Comment 11, EIS-2 and 3. It is explained here that one of the reasons for selecting
Alternative 7B as the tentative selected plan is that it “provided additional waterfowl
habitat.” We repeat our previous concerns that we can locate no specific waterfow] plan for
the GPADP, or any official who knows that such a plan exist. Because there appears to be
no specific waterfowl plan, as claimed, we submit that the DEIS in incomplete and not
adequate in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act.

Response 11. Again, development of the waterfowl] plan is on-going. The plan includes
acres, techniques, and components to achieve the waterfowl benefits. Although specific
details for implementation need to be completed, the Memphis District and WRRIWDD are
committed to finalizing the plan and signing a formal joint venture agreement. As stated in
Response 6, the waterfow! plan will be implemented with or without any other assistance.
The PCA will bind the sponsor contractually with the Federal government to operate the
waterfow! features. The plan is adequately described in the DEIS.

Comment 12. EIS-4, 1.13. It is explained here that the Arkansas Game and Fish
Commission and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service have expressed concerns that the project,
as designed, would not provide sufficient recreational opportunities to the general public.
The Wildlife Management Institute supports these concerns. Because the project is projected
to cost taxpayers $271 million, and because the irrigation water to be pumped from the White
River is a public resource that is intended to be used by private landowners, we contend that
an equitable amount of land should be open to the public for hunting, fishing, birding and
other forms of compatible outdoor recreation. Such lands should be specifically identified
and agreements made for their use before final legal agreements are completed between the
Corps, NRCS and WRRIWDD that would allow the proposed project to begin. Because of
the emphasis on waterfowl management, waterfowl hunting and fishing in the project
documents, we were surprised to read on page EIS-5 that “recreational development is a low
budgetary priority under current Corps policy.

Response 12. See Response | to the comments from the Arkansas Department of Parks and
Tourism. Recreational development is currently a low budgetary priority. Recreational
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development must be secondary to the development of other project features. For example,
the waterfowl plan was conceived primarily for the provision of additional waterfowl habitat;
recreational hunting would be a secondary benefit. A habitat impact analysis revealed that
436 acres of cleared land must be acquired and reforested in order to mitigate project-induced
losses to wildlife habitat. This land could be open to public recreation at the discretion of
the managing agency.

Comment 13. EIS-12. Without Condition. Was it considered in this alternative that many
landowners could convert from water intensive rice farming to other crops such as soybeans
and corn that need much less water? The information in the GRR and DEIS was not
sufficient for us to know if this was considered. Currently, more than 60 percent of the
farmers in the project area farm soybeans, comn and grain sorghum which require less water.
The tremendous amount of water used for rice crops have created the ground water shortage
and the need for stream water for irrigation. Strict water conservation and conversion to
crops which require less water could help reduce dependence on large volumes of water.
Meters could be place at appropriate locations to help enforce water conservation. We
believe an alternative should be considered that requires less water for the DEIS to be
considerate adequate in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act.

Response 13. Alternatives which require less water were considered. Several were
eliminated during the initial screening process and not included in the final array of
alternatives. The altemative consisting of only on-farm measures is presented in Volume 10,
Appendix D, Section Il and the Main Report. This alternative (Alternative 3A) was a cost-
effective way to increase or extend the area’s water supply and it was economically justified.
However, it did not meet the area’s needs and could not provide protection of the area’s
aquifer. It was also not the National Economic Development (NED) plan or the plan which
maximizes net economic benefits to the national economy. Since it was cost effective, its
features were included in other alternatives which also provided supplemental sources of
irrigation water.

The comment suggests that an alternative forcing the area’s farmers to shift from
rice to irrigated soybeans should be developed. This would be at best a short run solution,
which may extend the aquifer’s life somewhat. Wholesale shifting from rice to irrigated
soybeans will still deplete the area’s alluvial aquifer. Even if this alternative could be
implemented, it would not be economically feasible. Rice uses approximately twice the
water of soybeans while generating approximately twice the net farm income per acre of
soybeans using the commodity prices required by current guidance for analyzing water
resources projects. Current market prices widen the gap between rice and soybeans.
Therefore, the area’s farmers could not be expected to shift from rice due to economic
reasons. Rice is simply a more profitable use of their available water.

Comment 14. EIS-12. Plans considered. Please include in the final EIS a brief explanation
of why the majority of landowners in the southeastern section of the original project arca

12



opted not to participate in the project.

Response 14. A review of current well data and recharge rates for this area indicated that
this area s not ground water critical and would not benefit substantially from the project.
After a review of this data by the USGS, ASWCC, and the National Water Center, the
irrigation district concurred with the areas request and the area was removed from the project
area.

Comment 15. EIS-15, 4.17. Management for waterfow! on project area cropland is again
claimed here as being under auspices of the North American Waterfow] Plan. Please review
our previous statements concerning this matter. Someone may have voiced such a need, but
we cannot locate such a plan. In any case, voicing needs does not translate into on the
ground realities in the Grand Prairie Area project.

Response 15. See Response 6.

Comment 16. EIS-25 and EIS-71. Wildlife. A stated impact of Alternative 7B, the
tentatively selected plan, is “flooding 38,529 acres of harvested rice fields would provide an
additional 12,275,949 duck-use-days per year.” See our previous statements concerning this
claim and include specific plans, if available, in the final project documents. [f there are no
specific plans, then beneficial project impacts would be much less for waterfow}.

Response 16. See Response 6.

Comment 17. EIS-27. Recreation. It is stated here that Alternative 7B “would annually
provide 28,769 man-days of waterfow} hunting and $860,760 in refated expenditures.” See
our previous comments and please specify what specific wildlife planning document includes
this information.

This proposed GPADP project is certainly a reversal in purpose when compared to
other Corps of Engineers and Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) projects. For
the past fifty years the Corps and NRCS have developed numerous projects designed to
remove or hold water off croplands. Many thousands of miles of streams have been
channelized by both agencies to drain wetlands and to reduce flooding on agricultural lands.
Specifically within the Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study area, hundreds of
miles of streams have been channelized and ditches dug to drain wetlands and eliminate
water from the land surface. Without a doubt these projects have contributed the reduction
of aquifer recharge. Now, the agencies have come full circle and are proposing to pump
water from streams to irrigate fields because of serious declines in aquifer water resources.
Indeed., this is an unbelievable turn of events.

The Wildlife Management Institute believes that a project could be designed that
would better serve the long-term interest of our nation. Such a project would include
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conversion to agricultural crops that require less water than rice, conservation of water
resources, conservation tillage and rice acreage in balance with aquifer recharge.

We also believe strongly that no taxpayer-funded project to help solve the situation
described in the GRR should be approved without a specific wildlife component. Provisions
explained in the GRR and DEIS to flood 38,529 acres should be made available for public
use for hunting, fishing, birding and other outdoor recreational needs. Some of the acres
should be established as waterfowl resting with no hunting allowed.

We urge that specific plans to accomplish the wildlife component be developed and
agreed to by the Corps of Engineers, NRCS, WRRIWDD, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
and the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission prior to completion of the GPADP plan. The
wildlife plan should include the specific areas to be included, water management agreement
for fields to flooded, hunting agreements, acres for waterfowl resting, agreements for specific
landowners to restore rice field levees to hold water on fields from November 1 through
February and signed legal agreements with all specific landowners involved in the plan. All
of the wildlife component agreements should be made prior to compietion of GPADP project
plans and should be required to be implemented on the same schedule as any water import
project components are implemented.

Response 17. The planning for the Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project was
accomplished to identify the current and future water resources problems and opportunities
in the region. The pian developed contributes to the economic develop of the nation and
prevents regional catastrophic economic losses. Environmental features were developed in
concert with natural resources agencies and included in the plan. The waterfowl plan is
identified as a project feature in the DEIS, and it therefore must be implemented by the
sponsor as part of the PCA. Additional features for aquifer protection and waterfowl
conservation are being developed for incorporation into the project. The local sponsor is
pursuing additional recreational measures as opportunities arise. The section of main canal
just downstream of the pumping station is being examined to include additional
environmental and recreational features.

The suggested alternative was developed and used as the basis from which to
measure project benefits and costs. It is the set of conditions expected to occur in the future
without a project. It could be referred to as the "No Action Alternative." The primary
assumption made in the analysis, for both without- and with-project conditions, was that all
available irrigation water would be used as efficiently and cost-effectively as practical.
Future without-project conditions reflect the land use balanced with the available recharge

as was suggested by the Wildlife Management Institute.
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VI

VII

Ducks Unlimited

Southern Regional Office

193 Business Park Drive, Suite E
Ridgeland, Mississippi 39157

Comment 1. The project will affect a portion of the White River designated as a RAMSAR
Wetland of International Importance. This designation is reserved for wetlands meeting
certain environmental criteria making them truly worthy of international recognition.
Designation also is intended to limit unnecessary alternation. We understand the need for
water on the Grand Prairie for crop irrigation and appreciate that withdrawals will be timed
to minimize impacts to White River flows. Nonetheless, we caution that this project
constitutes an alteration to an internationally recognized wetland system. We also offer
concern about the cumulative effects of this and other projects including the dams on the
upper White River, the new Montgomery Point Lock and Dam, other irrigation projects
planned upstream of the Grand Prairie project, and the potential White River Navigation
Project. We urge caution and encourage you to coordinate very closely with state and other
federal conservation agencies and the public as you plan these projects. We are confident
that you will make efforts to avoid and minimize negative impacts to this important wetland
system.

Response 1. Impact analyses concluded that the project would not have significant adverse
impacts to the White River or associated wetlands. However, post project monitoring
programs will be established to determine if the project is functioning as predicted. The
hydraulic impacts associated with the Montgomery Point Lock and Dam were examined, and
it was determined that the hydraulic impacts of the two projects did not overlap. Also, the
cumulative impacts of the Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project are being incorporated
into the White River Navigation to Newport, Arkansas, General Reevaluation. A cumulative
impacts section has been added to the FEIS to address impacts of other potential projects on
the White River basin.

Rose Law Firm
120 East Fourth Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201-2893

COMMENTS ON NAVIGATION

Comment 1. The fundamental Project assumption is that the White River has sufficient
excess water. The Draft Report is based on the Arkansas State Water Plan (sometimes
referenced herein as “ASWP”), completed in 1986, and reflects water flow data from 1940-
1986. While the Draft Report acknowledges that more recent water data exists, the Draft
Report’s conclusions are not based on the more recent data, but are based on the 1986
Arkansas State Water Plan and dated water flow data.
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The governing DEIS regulations note that accurate scientific analysis is “essential to
implementing {the National Environmental Policy Act}. “ ™ Most important, NEPA
documents must concentrate on the issues that are truly significant...” The DEIS’s failure
to analyze current data is unexplained and unexplainable. Such data, is now available, and
must be included.

The Draft Report’s construction schedule provides that Phase 1 of the Project is the pumping
station. Under governing law, water may be pumped out of the river only if there is an
excess and if navigational needs are met. Current data regarding water flow data is
unreviewed by the Corps. In addition, no state permit for a water transfer has been issued.

Also, as noted in Comment 3, in order to assess and project the potential damage to
navigation, all parties must know the level at which pumping will cease. The Corps states
the cutoff levels are the ASWP minimum stream-flow levels. It is unclear, however, how
these levels will be enforced and monitored. Allocation plan levels for the White River have
yet to be finalized by the State of Arkansas. How will the Corps ensure ASWP cutoff levels
are mandated, followed and enforced?

The White River has become a large source of aquifer replenishment, reversing historical
trends. No analysis is done regarding whether the tremendous current aquifer replenishment
demands on the White River (on average) in recent years have affected the amount of any
excess White River water. In addition, no analysis is included regarding how current
recharge to the White River will be affected by reduced flows.

In sum, the current availability of White River water to support the Project is unknown.
Analysis is premature for a pumping station where there is no authority to pump. Such an
advanced schedule is inconsistent with the many important Project requirements still left to
be reviewed and predates the permit and allocation plan required under Arkansas law, but
currently nonexistent.

Response 1. At the time the analyses were conducted, the most recent available data from
the super model that simulates homogeneous synthetic period of record to simulate the past
flow conditions on the White in current reservoir operations. Due to length of the period of
record and the motecarlo simulation used during our analyses, extending the period of record
to the current data would not make any appreciable changes.

The 1986 Arkansas State Water Plan is the basis for determination of allocation limits
and permit issuance. The ASWCC is the state agency which has jurisdiction over
implementing the provisions of the water plan. The Water Plan minimum stream flows were
used in the analyses of the costs, impacts, and benefits of the selected plan. These cutofts
are provided in Volume 3, Section I, Part D-(4), pp. IV-19 thru IV-21. These cutoffs were
the basis of all analyses and the basis for the NEPA compliance. These cutoffs will be
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included in the operation plan that is referenced in the Project Cooperation Agreement
(PCA). The PCA is the contract between the Federal Government and the project sponsor
governing the project. The PCA gives the Federal Government the right to enter onto project
lands to insure that the project is being operated and maintained in accordance with the
operations manual and also gives the government the right, without relieving the sponsor of
the responsibility, to operate and maintain the project.

Comment 2. In 1995, Arkansas law was modified, further restricting the transfer of excess
surface water in the White River Basin. While the White River was intended to be a
beneficiary of this 1995 legislation limiting the amount of monthly withdrawals, no analysis
is given in the Draft Report regarding the effect of this 1995 legislation on the 1986 Arkansas
State Water Plan or on current conditions.

Response 2. 1995 changes to Arkansas law provided the ASWCC extensive authority to
determine if “excess surface water” exists in particular streams. Under previous law
ASWCC could authorize only 25% of the amount available from any watershed on an
average annual basis. A specific provision added in 1995 to the White River Basin was
limiting the transfer amount on a monthly basis to an amount which is 50% of the monthly
average of each individual month of excess surface water. These monthly values were
analyzed for the Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project and were determined to have no
effect on previous analyses.

Comment 3. The DEIS includes detailed analyses only under pump cutoff levels set at the
1986 Arkansas State Water Plan minimum levels. Similarly, the DEIS includes only
monetary effects based on ASWP pump cutoff levels.

Unless assurances are provided that the cutoff levels of the Arkansas State Water Plan will
be enforced by the Corps, the White River Regional Irrigation Water Distribution District
(“Irrigation District”) and the Arkansas Soil and Water Conservation Commission
(“ASWCC™), there is a grave potential for possible conflict. An example of such a
federal/state conflict is evidenced by the ASWCC’s Draft Allocation Plan, which could be
interpreted to allow pumping under a worst case scenario to levels far lower than under the
Corps’ ASWP levels.

In meetings with Corps’ representatives on September 24, 1998, Bunge was advised and
assured that the ASWP would provide the mandated, operative pump cutoff criteria as part
of the governing Project Cooperation Agreement (“PCA”). (See comment 9). Such
assurance was made because the Project reevaluation is based on the ASWP; the ASWP 1s
the plan presented to Congress for funding; and the DEIS is based on the ASWP.

It is unclear how the Corps intends to bind the Errigation District and ASWCC to the ASWP
pursuant to a PCA. Unless this issue is resolved, one is unable to assess the potential impact

on navigation under the Corps’ proposal. Such an evaluation is impossible.
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For instance, some of the questions presented are as follows:

(a)  Ifthe Corps’ plan is under the 1986 ASWP, how will the ASWP minimum
streamflow levels be required?

(b) What entity will monitor compliance?
(c) How will compliance be enforced?
(d) What court will have jurisdiction over compliance?

(e) How will the Corps involvement and monitoring change when control of the
Project is turned over to the Irrigation District?

D What law governs if the ASWCC sets a worst case lower level for diversion
shutoff under its allocation plan?

(g) If the answer to any of these questions is that the Project Cooperation
Agreement (“PCA™) will control, what are the standards for entering, monitoring and
enforcing a PCA under such conditions (See Comment 9)?

(h) Will navigation interests be allowed to execute the PCA or a subagreement
or otherwise be acknowledged as a third party beneficiary with the ability to rely on
and enforce the PCA or subagreement?

Thus, the Corps should include an explanation of how the ASWP will be the governing,
operating constraint.

Response 3.

(a) See Response 1 above. These cutoff levels will be the approved levels if the report
is approved and will be the cutoff levels in the operation manual referenced in the PCA.
Non-compliance with the operation manual gives the Federal Government the right, without
relieving the sponsor of the responsibility, to operate and maintain the project.

(b)  The Corps of Engineers will monitor and conduct periodic and annual inspections to
ensure compliance with the operations plan and PCA. The State of Arkansas will be
responsible for enforcing any permit that they may issue.

© The PCA will give the Federal government the authority to assume operation and
maintenance to ensure that the operation plan and the PCA are followed.

(d) The U.S. Federal District Court will have jurisdiction over the PCA and NEPA
compliance. '
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(e) When construction is complete and the project turned over to the sponsor to operate
and maintain, the Corps will conduct periodic and annual inspections, and require that
records be kept according to the operations plan to ensure proper operation and maintenance
of the project.

(f) The cutoff levels presented in the GRR and analyzed for NEPA compliance will be
the approved levels for the project set contractually between the Federal Government and the
sponsor by the PCA. Actions by the ASWCC to lower minimum stream flows will not alter
the operations plan in the report or analyzed for NEPA. However, the project does not
relieve the sponsor of complying with state laws and permits.

(g)  See Response 9.

(h)  No, only the Federal government and the sponsor will be parties to the PCA. Itis not
the policy of the Corps of Engineers to name third party beneficiaries in PCA’s with
Sponsors.

Comment 4. No mechanism, such as monitoring, is in place to ensure compliance with the
Draft Report. Such monitoring is required in controversial cases and should include
conditions in approvals and requirements for reporting results. Here the DEIS acknowledges
that navigation effects are one of the three areas of controversy. No provision is made,
however, regarding the result if navigation is affected in an unplanned way. In addition, no
analysis is done regarding experiences with other water irrigation projects in other states,
regarding reductions in river stages and effects on navigation, sedimentation and siltation.

Without monitoring and other protections, if projections are inaccurate, there could be
irreversible commitments of the White River’s resources. The DEIS should include
mitigating protections in the event of unforeseen reductions in river stages. Such protections,
at a2 minimum, should be that the Project will be reevaluated if the projections prove
materially inaccurate.

Response 4. Gage data will continue to be monitored by the US Army Corps of Engineers.
The operating plan will specify the sponsor log pump operation and gage data. The Corps
has broad authority to conduct reevaluation of projects that are uncompleted and authority
to investigate and correct design deficiencies on all projects. A monitoring plan will be
developed and incorporated into the operations manual. Navigation impacts have been
estimated and are presented in the report. These results have been coordinated with shippers
and barge operators on the White River. Their assistance has been crucial in achieving the
best estimate possible. Further, the impacts were estimated assuming no changes in the
current dredging program would be made.

Comment 5. While Bunge is correctly noted as the major transporter on the White River,
Bunge has been unable to interpret the Corps’ data regarding moved tonnage. The Corps’
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tonnage information is contrary to Bunge’s shipping information. While the Draft Report
reflects 544,000 tons shipped in 1996, Bunge’s records alone reflect 655,000 tons shipped.
Therefore, without considering any other shipper, the Corps’ data understates actual tonnage
shipped by at least 20%.

Response 5. The tonnage figures used in the analysis were compiled from information
reported to the Waterborne Commerce Center for the years 1982 through 1993. These
figures were the latest figures available when the analysis was conducted. The average
annual tonnage shipped for these years was 453,500 tons. The 544,000 ton figure used in
the analysis was 20 percent higher than the historical average reported to the Waterborne
Commerce Center. It was also 15 percent higher than the annual estimate of 475,000 tons
provided by Bunge in 1995. It was interesting to note in the latest information supplied by
Bunge that the June shipments for 1996 increased dramatically. This should correspond to
wheat shipments. In 1996, the state of Arkansas set a record yield per acre at 54.0 bushels
per acre. Its total production was approximately 67.0 million bushels which approaches
1982's record of 72.2 million bushels. Total production for 1997 was down dramatically to
39.4 million. Based on the above, the conclusion can be drawn that the 655,000 tons shipped
in 1996 was greatly influenced by the near record production in Arkansas and probably
reflects record shipments on the White River. It would be imprudent to design projects or
estimate the impacts of projects based on record or near record levels of shipping.

Comment 6. Bunge notes the Project operating plan prioritizes pipeline usage or water
pumped from the White River over reservoir usage. The Draft Report contains an inadequate
review of alternatives regarding use of stored water versus use of pipeline water. By
prioritizing pumping from the river, additional analysis is needed regarding any
environmental consequences, such as to recharge or such as from sedimentation and siltation
because of increased maintenance needs.

Also, requirements for mandating conservation or promoting voluntary conservation
measures should be included. This review is especially important because under Arkansas
law, conservation can only be required if the area is designated “critical,” and there are
current legal challenges to such a designation in this area.

Such a detailed review of alternatives is consistent with NEPA policy and mandates. The
NEPA process is to be used to identify and assess reasonable alternatives. All practicable
means are to be used to avoid or minimize effects on the environment.

Response 6. A range of alternatives were formulated and alternatives analyses were
conducted. The water from the pipeline must be used first and the stored water and
groundwater used later. The project as designed cannot supply all needs through the import
system. The stored water and groundwater must be saved for times when the import system
cannot meet peak demands or for when import water is not available. This actually reduces
the effects on navigation on the White River. If the project was designed to meet all needs
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through import water, after the stored water and groundwater is exhausted, the import system
would have to be much larger, requiring greater diversions and lower levels on the White
during low flows.

Conservation is an integral part of the project and is required for the project to function as
designed. If it is not built, the reliability of the project would be considerably less and many
needs could not be met. The remainder of the project could not offset any loss in savings due
to any decrease in design efficiencies. This portion of the project will be included in the
PCA with assurances from the project sponsor that it will be built and maintained as
designed.

Comment 7. The Draft Report concludes that navigation impacts will not exceed
approximately a one foot decrease at any given time of the year. This assumption is based
on pump cutoff levels set at the ASWP minimum. Under the Draft Report, it is not possible
to ascertain how such levels will be monitored and enforced.

Even the projected, minimum one-foot decline can have significant, negative impacts on
navigation. Such a one-foot decline also can have subtle impacts on navigation, including
regarding the Corps’ obligation or willingness to perform maintenance and dredging.
Therefore, any change at the Clarendon gauge that has a direct impact on maintenance,
indirectly affects navigation. Bunge was-advised at the September 24, 1998 Corps meeting
that the Project will not affect current Corps maintenance practices, notwithstanding the
projected, one-foot decline. Such commitment should be incorporated into the Draft Report
and PCA.

Recall, the one foot projected drop is based on pump cutoff levels tied to the ASWP. The
ASWCC Draft Allocation Plan, however, places the worst case diversion cutoff level at
7,125 cfs at Clarendon for so-called “summer” months of June-November. Such a level
would halt navigation. Bunge has utilized the White River during these “summer” months
for many years.

(Table Omitted.)

As can be seen, June and July are heavy navigational agricultural shipping months. They are
the primary shipping months for soft red winter wheat and old crop soybeans. Both the
wheat and the soybeans are major Arkansas crops. In addition, November also is a heavy
navigational agricultural shipping month, with new crops (soybeans, corn, milo and rice)
having just been harvested. Therefore, the importance of the ASWP as part of the Corps’
proposal is additionally highlighted.

Response 7. All of the analyses in the draft report are based on the current ASWCC Draft
Allocation Plan. This plan uses a minimum flow of 9,650 CFS for the summer months. For
other months, the flow is higher. All NEPA compliance and navigation impacts are based
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on this plan. If the pumping station operates at flows less than 9,650 CFS, it will be contrary
to the operating plan which is part of the draft report on which all NEPA compliance is
based. These documents will become part of the PCA, which is the agreement between the
project sponsor and the Federal Government for construction, operation, and maintenance
purposes. Diversion of flows less than 9,650 CFS will be a deviation from all agreements
between the project sponsor and the Federal Government and is contrary to all
documentation used to gain NEPA compliance. Construction of the GPADP will have no
effect on the level of navigation channel maintenance on the White River.

Comment 8. As noted by several of the other commentors, the governing regulations
require that the DEIS be based on cumulative impacts. There are several irrigation projects
proposed as part of the overall eastern Arkansas comprehensive project. Some of these
projects would also draw water from the White River. It is critically important that a
comprehensive study be made of cumulative effects of all proposed projects on the area’s
water resources.

Response 8. A section has been added to the FEIS that assesses cumulative impacts of
other potential irrigation projects on the White River. The hydrologic impacts associated
with the Montgomery Point Lock and Dam were examined in association with this project,
and it was determined that the hydrologic effects of the two projects would not overlap.
Also, post construction monitoring programs will be designed and implemented with input
from appropriate natural resource agencies; actual effects on the White River fishery,
floodplain wetlands, and water quality will be monitored. Furthermore, the White River
Navigation to Newport, Arkansas, General Evaluation is quantitatively analyzing cumulative
impacts associated with it and the GPADP. The other proposed irrigation projects that would
utilize the White River are not currently authorized or being studied for authorization at this
time. Any preauthorization studies for these areas would include assessment assuming the
Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project were constructed and operating in accord with the
operations plan.

Comment 9. The Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers, Engineering Circular No.
1165-2-204 (July 31, 1997) addresses PCA elements for authorized projects proceeding in
separable elements. Under the Circular, the PCA must be based on the Draft Report. Such
Draft Report must address the requirements for operation; must address any unusual
technical or policy aspects of the project or element; and must identify project cooperation
requirements. “The Project Manager is responsible for insuring that the draft PCA is tailored
to any unique aspects of the project authorization and the decision document and to reflect
any special requirements of the sponsor that do not conflict with applicable law and Army
policy.”

“PCA provisions unique to the project or separable element should be simple and direct.,
since the decision document provides the necessary details.” Subagreements may be entered

with the third parties to enable the sponsor to meet its legal obligations.
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On September 24, 1998, Corps representatives acknowledged that the PCA would require
the sponsor (Irrigation District) to comply with the Draft Report and the DEIS. Therefore,
under the Draft Report and DEIS, the 1986 ASWP would be the controlling parameter. As
noted hereinbefore, Bunge asks that the Corps confirm its intentions and advise what specific
language will be added to the PCA to address operational issues, including monitoring.
Pursuant to the Circular’s guidance, such simple and direct language could be as follows:

The Irrigation District (sponsor) acknowledges that notwithstanding any other state
law or agency rule passed by the Arkansas Soil and Water Conversation Commission
or any other state agency, the Project is only authorized to operate at pump cutoff
levels set at the 1986 ASWP. The sponsor shall enter into a subagreement with the
Arkansas Soil and Water Conservation Commission (“ASWCC”) (the entity that may
authorize a water transfer permit), with both parties committing to abide by the 1986
ASWP. The subagreement will establish an objective method of monitoring and
enforcing compliance. Parties whose rights and interests are affected by sustained
river flows shall be deemed third party beneficiaries of such subagreement, with the
ability to enforce the subagreement in federal court.

Response 9. The draft PCA is currently being prepared. The PCA will include language
to ensure that the pump cutoff levels are the levels set by the 1986 ASWP and analyzed for
the benefits and impacts of the project. The operations plan presented in the GRR and
evaluated in the draft EIS will be incorporated in the operations manual. However, the
specific language must be negotiated with the sponsor and approved by Corps higher
authority.

CONCLUSIONS

Comment 10, In summary, the Draft Report’s and DEIS’ analysis of navigation impacts is
based on outdated data. The conclusions are based on pump cutoff levels that are much
higher than current state diversion shutoff, allocation proposals. Each factor weights in favor
of the Project and against navigation.

Response 10. These statements are incorrect. See Response 2. above. Impacts to
navigation do not change with the provisions provided by the 1995 modifications to
Arkansas Law. The Corps has been in constant communication with the ASWCC regarding
the draft allocation plan. We are not aware of any plans which supersede the plan used in
the Draft Report. If documentation of a more current plan can be provided, we will be glad
to consider its effects. Until such time, the ASWCC draft allocation plan must be used since
it is the latest documented plan available. The operation plan will uses the cutoff levels 1n
the ASWCC draft allocation and the sponsor will be contractually bound to these cutoffs
through the PCA.

Comment 11. In addition, inadequate review time was given commeicial navigational
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interests, none of which were included in the distribution list of the DEIS. A 120 day
extension period was requested. The Corps granted an extension period of only 15 days.

Response 11. The review time was in compliance with NEPA. Your request was the only
formal request for an extension. The extension also included, in addition to the public
meeting, a special briefing for Bunge with the Rose Law Firm represented to describe the
project and any impacts to navigation. At this briefing all the major study disciplines were
represented, presentations were made on the data contained in the report, and questions were
fielded including specific questions concerning the cutoff levels and the PCA. Another
briefing was given to the staff of the Arkansas Waterways Commission and the
Commissioner from the White River to address potential impacts.

Comment 12. The scant attention paid to navigation is contrary to the Corps’ primary
mission. The Project’s goals, however, do not include protecting or maintaining navigational
interests. The Project’s objectives are to provide water supply and maximize outputs.

Response 12. Extensive studies were conducted for the White River to assess all project
impacts. Navigation and environmental impacts were evaluated for all features. The plan
developed during the study maximized the national economic development benefits to the
nation while protecting and preserving the vital natural resources in the region. The project's
objective is indeed to maximize the Nation's outputs. Navigation is one of those outputs.
In order to maximize outputs to the Nation, different uses of a resource must be balanced.
In this instance, water is diverted from the White River's current uses to a more productive
use, thus increasing the total national output A detailed hydrologic and economic modeling
of the project’s effects on existing navigation was conducted with the results presented in the
draft repert. This effort used a 47-year period of record model, which compared historical
White River flows under current channel conditions with current shipping data. Also
included in the analysis were projections for future increases in tonnage expected to be
shipped over the life of the project.

Comment 13. For all these reasons, the DEIS and Draft Report should be supplemented,
because there is significant, relevant, current information bearing on the impact of the Project
that remains unaddressed. The Corps has not rigorously explored and objectively evaluated
all reasonable alternatives, such as a preference for reservoir usage over pumping from the
River. In short, without sufficient analysis of current flow data, the Corps has not
sufficiently analyzed the potential irrevocable commitment of White River resources.

Response 13. All current available data and information has been reviewed and utilized if
it was determined it would impact any prior analyses or assessments. All reasonable
alternatives have been addressed. Conservation measures which included increasing
irrigation efficiencies, on-farm storage, and water management were optimized to the
maximum extent practical. The Corps and NRCS have addressed the increased use of
reservoirs instead of diverting from the White River. Current analyses indicate that
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construction of additional storage reservoirs will not significantly increase the supply of
irrigation water under either with- or without-project conditions. The area's farmers are
already catching and storing all of the area's surface water that can practically be gotten. In
order for more storage reservoirs to be effective, an alternate source to fill them must be
provided. Even with an alternate source, additional reservoirs over the levels currently
recommended have not been found to be economically justified.

As for additional current information, the Corps has used the latest documented information
available at this time. If more recent information can be provided, which is contrary to the
data currently used in the analysis, we will gladly consider its effects. Until such time, there
is no basis for a change in the report.

Comment 14. [f the Draft Report is adopted, the Corps must be very direct and explicit in
its analysis of how cutoff levels tied to the ASWP will be required, monitored and not
subject to change. Sample language is included under Comment 9. Also, the Corps’
maintenance intentions should be clearly addressed.

Response 14. Language will be included in the PCA to ensure the pump cutoff levels. The
cutoffs analyzed for the GRR and DEIS will be included in the operations manual referenced
in the PCA. The operation and maintenance of the Grand Prairie Project is the responsibility
of the non-Federal sponsor. The Corps has the authority to insure that the project is being
operated and maintained according to the operations manual. A monitoring plan will be
developed in conjunction with resource agencies to ensure that the operational restraints are
followed and verify project impacts The Grand Prairie project will have no effect on the
Corps’ maintenance of the White River.

Comment 15. Finally, Bunge is in the process of considering retaining one or more
independent experts of national stature to review the navigation flow issues. This is being
done so that effects relative to the White River and navigation can be thoroughly analyzed,
including hydrology, groundwater and surface water. By filing these comments, Bunge
reiterates its extension request made in its September 16th letter, copy attached as Exhibit
A. Bunge anticipates the Corps will give due consideration to any such information.

Response 15.  Due to the critical need for the project, the comment period will not be
extended. However, any additional information received will be given due consideration in
further development and design of the project and operations manual. We will gladly
consider additional pertinent studies or data developed or provided by independent experts.
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VIIL

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region 6

1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200

Dallas, Texas 75202-2733

GENERAL COMMENTS

The Draft General Reevaluation Report and DEIS provides a general description of the
proposed Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project for Eastern Arkansas. Although detailed
economic analysis is provided, a corresponding in-depth environmental analysis of project
effects is not contained within the document. The DEIS need strengthening in the following
areas (see detailed comments in the following section):

Comment 1. The format of the document is confusing. The DEIS does not provide a
substantive analysis of alternatives other than the preferred (TSP) alternative. Differences
between the alternatives have not been adequately assessed. In particular, the varying effects
of the alternative levels of White River withdrawals should be addressed.

Response 1. The format of this DEIS was developed based on guidance contained in 40
CFR. sections 1502.10 through 1502.18; Engineering Regulation (ER) 200-2-2; and ER
1105-2-100, Appendix F. Four alternative plans were examined in detail. The distribution
systems (canal and pipeline systems) and the on-farm components (e.g., reservoirs, tail-water
recovery systems) are the same for each of these alternatives. However, the import systems
vary with each alternative. Direct construction impacts are the same for each alternative, and
hydrologic changes to the Whiter River are similar. In cases where alternative plan
differences in hydrologic effects on environmental resources were considered insignificant,
only impacts associated with the tentative selected plan were analyzed; these decisions were
made by an inter-agency team.

Comment 2. The specifics of the proposed activities (details on pumps, pipelines, canals
and associated structures) have not been addressed in the DEIS. The specific environmental
effects of the project’s construction and implementation should be fully assessed in the FEIS.

A number of resource areas are either not evaluated at all in the DEIS or are only briefly
described, including Geology and Soils, Transportation, Land Use, Noise, Visual and
Aesthetic, and Utilities. The FEIS should provide explanation for those resources that were
not addressed in the document.

Response 2. The construction impacts associated with various project structures were
totaled in the DEIS. To the extent practical, project impacts associated with the various
structures have been broken out and presented in greater specificity in the FEIS. Some of
the resource areas mentioned were not described in detail because they were not identified
as significant. A “Construction” section has been added to the FEIS that addresses resource
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areas such as transportation and utilities.

Comment 3. In general, impacts to water quality and aquatic resources need to be more
detailed. For example, turbidity impacts to the White River and tributary streams should be
fully analyzed as a function of the proposed water distribution system’s throughput.

Response 3.  The throughput impact to water quality on the White River should reflect past
conditions. The water quality is governed by current irrigation practices and the project
should not have any adverse impact on this situation. The irrigation efficiencies should
decrease the amount of agricultural runoff. A monitoring program will be developed to
ensure that any changes in water quality can be measured.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Comment 4. Clean Air Act. “Coordination of the DEIS will bring project into full
compliance” (p. DEIS-6, Table 1-1). The DEIS does not specifically indicate whether a
general conformity analysis is required. Please clarify in the FEIS.

Response 4. The project area is in attainment with air quality standards; therefore, a
general conformity analysis is not applicable. This has been clarified in the FEIS.

Comment 5. Clean Water Act Section 402(p). The DEIS does not address whether NPDES
permits are expected to be necessary for the proposed activities. Non-point agricultural run-
off is not addressed in the document.

Response 5. It is anticipated that NPDES permits will be required for the project. This
issue will be coordinated with the Arkansas Department of Pollution Control and Ecology,
and NPDES permits will be sought as appropriate. Non-point agricultural run-off entering
streams will not increase over existing conditions and may be reduced because of recovery
efforts. This issue has been addressed in the FEIS.

Comment 6. Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA). The DEIS does not indicate that the
SDWA is applicable in regards to the White River and the proposed action. Please claritfy
in the FEIS.

Response 6. A purpose of this project is to protect and conserve ground water resources.
Pumping of the alluvial aquifer and the Sparta aquifer, which supplies drinking water, for
agricultural use would be reduced. The project would not adversely impact drinking water
sources.

Comment 7. Endangered Species Act, Section 7. The DEIS makes no mention of any
state-listed threatened or endangered species. Please address in FEIS..
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Response 7. State-listed species have been addressed in FEIS.

Comment 8. The National Historic Preservation Act, Section 106. Surveys conducted for
the GRR and DEIS identified 162 historic and pre-historic structures. (P. DEIS-58, Section
5.79). No specific Section 106 consultations are apparent. Please address the cultural
resource issue and coordination requirements with the State Historic Preservation Officer in
the FEIS.

Response 8. Cultural resources coordination has been addressed in the FEIS.

Comment 9. Native American Tribal Government Consultations. Copies of the
GRR/DEIS were provided to representatives of two tribal governments. If there are any
issues, please address in the FEIS.

Response 9. There has been no response from either of the Native American groups that
were provided the report. Thus, it is assumed that there are no issues.

Comment 10. Environmental Justice Analysis. Over the past two decades, there has been
increasing concern over environmental impacts in minority and low-income populations.
To address these concerns, President Clinton signed Executive Order 12898, “Federal
Actions to Address Environmental Justice (EJ) in Minority Populations and Low -Income
Populations” (hereafter, EO) on February 11, 1964.

NEPA mandates that Federal agencies fully consider environmental factors when proposing
activities, programs, and policies which have the potential to significantly affect the human
environment. Although social and economic impacts have always been a consideration in
NEPA review, the Executive Order highlights the necessity to better integrate the
consideration of human heath, social, and economic effects into the NEPA process. The EO
calls for collection and analysis of information on race, national origin, income level and
other appropriate information for areas surrounding projects that have expected
environmental, health and economic effect on those populations. We have enclosed a copy
of the EPA Final guidance on NEPA implementation of the EO and to assist you in your
analysis. Please document your EJ analysis in the FEIS.

Respounse 10. This executive order is addressed in the FEIS.

Comment 11. Analysis of Alternatives. The DEIS analyzes the TSP to a much greater
extent than the other alternatives and often states that impacts associated with all of the
alternatives are identical. The DEIS does not evaluate the impacts associated with increasing
the amount of withdrawn water under each alternative (i.e., an 8.64% increase in the amount
of water between 1480 CFS and 1620 CFS, and a 14.7% increase between 1620 CFS and
1900 CFS). An alternative-specific analysis of water withdrawals from the White River
should be included in the FEIS. '
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Response 11. Direct construction impacts associated with all four alternatives are identical.
Hydrologic effects on the White River do vary slightly by alternative. The impacts of these
hydrologic changes on oxbow lake connectivity and on larval and littoral fishes of the White
River were evaluated by alternative. However, it was decided by an inter-agency team that
the effects of hydrologic changes on White River floodplain wetlands would be evaluated
for the tentative selected plan (Alternative 7B) only. This decision was made after a careful
examination of the data indicated that impact differences among alternatives would be
insignificant.

Comment 12. DEIS Contents. Neither the DEIS nor Appendix C (Environmental) contain
a list of abbreviations and acronyms. Such a list would help the general public and other
reviewers by improving the readability of the document. Please include in the FEIS.

Response 12. Concur. An acronym/abbreviation list has been added to the FEIS.

Comment 13. DEIS Citations. Citation of appendices was not done consistently throughout
the DEIS. Appendices to the GRR should be specific in the FEIS where relevant.

Response 13. Some additional references to appendices have been made in the FEIS.

Comment 14. Land Use. The DEIS does not adequately discuss the patchwork of private
and public lands in the project area that would be impacted by the TSP. The FEIS should
address how jurisdictional or boundary issues will be addressed in the TSP, including
specifics on easements, purchases, or other plans for ensuring that privately held lands will
be available for the project.

Response 14. Descriptions of and project impacts to public lands are presented in the
STATE AND FEDERAL HOLDINGS sections of the DEIS. Privately owned farmland is
addressed in the AGRICULTURAL LANDS sections of the DEIS. Additional real estate
information concerning easements, purchases, etc., has been added to the FEIS.

Comment 15. Mitigation. The DEIS does not provide specific time periods and deadlines
for the implementation of mitigation measures, relative to project implementation. Please
incorporate mitigation timeliness in the FEIS.

Response 15. A mitigation schedule has been incorporated into the FEIS. Mitigation will
be concurrent with project implementation.

Comment 16. DEIS Format. The format of the DEIS is confusing and it may be difficult
for the public to determine exactly what actions are being proposed, and the probable
environmental impacts of these actions. At a minimum, the FEIS should provide a schedule
of the various plans, clearly identify active alternatives for the purposes of NEPA analysis.
and maintain consistent terminology throughout the document. For example, area maps in
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Appendix C, Section VII: Habitat (Wetland) Maps should be referenced where appropriate
and other findings presented in the appendices should be referenced consistently.

Response 16. See response ! regarding DEIS format. A construction schedule is contained
in Volume 1, Main Report. The plan alternatives were clearly identified and evaluated and
consistent terminology was used throughout the DEIS. Relevant references to appendices
have been added to the FEIS.

Comment 17. White River Dredging. The FEIS should address the proposed action’s
potential for increased dredging requirements of the White River necessitated by the
anticipated water withdrawals.

Response 17. The project will not alter the authorized level of maintenance on the White
River. That authorized level is based on the ability to navigate prescribed barge drafts at
river flows at a prescribed gage reading. The water withdrawals will therefore not alter the
maintenance requirements on the White River.

Comment 18. Projected Water Demands. The FEIS should address whether withdrawals
from tributary streams for agricuitural purposes are expected to increase in the future to
address the projected shortfall in water resources anticipated under 7B (59,791 acre-feet/yr
at 2015 and beyond); and whether these withdrawals will exceed the benefits of supplemental

water that would be provided under the proposed project. '

Response 18. The 59,791 acre-foot figure is a true shortfall that will go unmet. It cannot
be removed from tributary streams. At this point, the users will be withdrawing al that is
practical to withdraw. Project benefits and impacts were analyzed based on water
withdrawals over the 50-year project life. Pumping will be halted at minimum pool
elevations during times of water shortfall in order to protect aquatic resources and ensure
efficient operation of the irrigation system. These issues have been clarified in the FEIS.

Comment 19. Flow Evaluation. The FEIS should address the Game & Fish Commission
letter requesting the Corps complete a comprehensive in-steam flow evaluation on the White
River near DeVali’s Bluff.

Response 19. Following the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission (AGFC) letter, the U.S.
Army Waterways Experiment Station (WES) was contracted by the Memphis District to
conduct a study to identify and evaluate potential project effects on the area fisheries. This
study plan was coordinated with and accepted by AGFC and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
representatives. In lieu of an in-stream flow evaluation, WES examined potential effects on
oxbow lake connectivity, employed the Habitat Evaluation Procedure, and conducted a larval
fish study to analyze project impacts to the White River fishery. The complete study
findings are contained in Volume 9, Appendix C, Section V:; a study summary is presented
in the FEIS.
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Comment 20. Impacts on Tributary Streams. The DEIS states that “supplemental water will
be provided to the tributary streams...” but does not specifically state what quantities would
be transferred to specific tributaries under the proposed action. These quantities are crucial
to determining impacts to individual tributaries.

Response 20. Impacts to tributaries from additional water from the canal system were
analyzed. The magnitude of flows that were delivered to the tributaries were determined to
a small percentage of the 1.01 year flood (10 %) as shown in the H and H appendix page III-
28. This resulted in very small changes to remaining frequency flowlines in which the
percentages were smaller.

Comment 21. Groundwater. The DEIS states that the TSP would “preserve the alluvial
aquifer” but gives insufficient data to support this conclusion. For accuracy, the FEIS should
state that implementation of the TSP alone will not “preserve the alluvial aquifer” since
limits on withdrawals from the aquifer is a state decision. In addition, issues related to
agricultural interests that elect not to participate in the program should be addressed.

Response 21. If users in the area continue to mine the aquifer, the aquifer will not be
preserved. Even in the absence of regulation, participation in the project will extend the life
of the aquifer and allow for recharge during years when sufficient import water is available
to replace groundwater demands. This should allow for limited recharge and be sufficient
to prevent permanent loss of the aquifer. In the long run all interests who do not have
sufficient existing sources of surface water to meet all of their needs will be torced to
participate in the project for purely economic reasons. There is also expected to be an
economic incentive to use import water over groundwater since the sponsor's cost of
providing water to the farmer is expected to be less costly than both shallow and deep
aquifers.

Comment 22. Water Quality. The FEIS should address the water quality impacts on the
White River of the construction of the pump station and inlet channel proposed for water
withdrawals. Specifically, the analysis should address increased turbidity and impacts on
downstream fisheries as a result of the construction and potential maintenance dredging
required by the project.

Response 22. Construction practices to minimize impacts to water quality will be
incorporated. Monitoring of water quality downstream of the inlet will be conducted during
construction in order to address possible changes. Dredging activities occur annually on the
White River and although there is a slight increase in turbidity, the effects are short lived and
have not posed a problem to the fishery. These issues have been addressed in the FEIS.

Comment 23. [rrigation System Dewatering. The FEIS should address the frequency in
which the proposed irrigation system is expected to be dewatered, and the potential impacts
on tributary streams of these events.

31



Response 23. The irrigation system includes features that will require various levels of
maintenance. Pumping units, gates, and other mechanical and electrical components will
require maintenance at prescribed intervals based on manufacturers’ recommendations.
These prescribed intervals will insure proper operation and life of the components.
Maintenance will include structure upkeep and replacement, pumping plant upkeep and
replacement, canal cleanout, and bank stabilization.

Dewatering of individual/major components may be required to perform maintenance and
inspection activities. Under normal conditions, these components will most likely be
dewatered on average once every five years for inspection and routine maintenance. Also,
activities will be scheduled during non-operational periods. Dewatering of the individual
canal segments may be required but is not planned because routine canal maintenance can
be performed under operational conditions. Dewatering of the entire irrigation system would
not be feasible or practical once the system is operational. Engineering controls can be used
to dewater individual components of the system on an as needed basis. Potential impacts to
tributary streams will be minimal.

Comment 24. Cumulative Water Quality Impacts. The FEIS should address the cumulative
impacts on White River water quality due to the planned realignment of Highway 70 in the
vicinity of the proposed pumping station and the construction of a new bridge over the White
River.

Response 24. The realignment of Highway 70 and construction of the new bridge are well
underway. The construction of the inlet channel will have minimal water quality impacts,
and construction practices to minimize impacts will be incorporated. A cumulative impacts
section has been added to the FEIS.

Comment 25. Sediment Loading and Future Dredging. The DEIS does not address
projected sediment loadings on tributary streams based on the different flow rates (ranging
from 1480-1900 CFS) corresponding to the different alternatives and whether future
dredging of tributary streams is projected to be necessary. Please address in the FEIS.

Response 25. Potential sediment deposition in tributary streams was addressed for the
selected plan in the water quality section of the DEIS. Differences in sediment loadings
among alternatives would be negligible. As stated in Hand H Appendix, 5-B-03 Summary,
the potential for deposition, as presented, represents worst-case conditions. Limited
sediment data in the White River indicates suspended sediment concentrations of
approximately 74 mg/. Inlet channel deposition was predicted to remove virtually all of this
materia!l: therefore, water actually entering the canal system should be relatively sediment
free. As such, deposition rates shown for concentrations of 40 mg/1 and 60 mg/l would
significantly overstate depositional tendencies. Actual deposition within the canal system
should be minimal. Any scour potential should be limited by the cohesive nature of the canal
banks (constructed to minimize seepage) and vegetative cover above the waterline.
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Additionally, the canal system will function as a series of pools, between check structures,
except when at peak capacity. Average canal velocities at peak capacity will be 1.6 feet per
second or less. With a limited sediment load being transported within the canal system, the
potential for significant sediment inflows into the natural streams would be very minimal.

Comment 26. Aquatic Resources. The DEIS does not fully address or analyze the concerns
expressed by a state commission about the potential impact of weirs on the hydrology of
riparian plan communities. Please address this issue in the FEIS.

Response 26. The concern over the heights of some weirs was raised in the Unresolved
Issues section of the DEIS. The DEIS also stated that an inter-agency team would conduct
investigations to determine if any sensitive plant communities would be adversely impacted
and that, if necessary, weirs would be relocated or redesigned to avoid or minimize impacts
to these plant communities. The inter-agency team will be conducting field investigations
of proposed weir sites in the near future. The Memphis District is committed to working
with the inter-agency team to avoid and/or minimize potentially adverse impacts associated
with project weirs. Concerns about the weirs as well as our commitment to resolve these
concerns have been restated in the FEIS, and a schedule for completing the weir
investigations and final weir designs and placement locations has been added to the FEIS.

Comment 27. Zebra Mussel Impacts. The FEIS should address the potential impacts of the
widespread introduction of zebra mussels into tributary streams as a result of the proposed
project.

Response 27. Concerns over potential zebra mussel impacts to native mussels within
tributary streams led the Memphis District to contract the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) to perform a reconnaissance mussel survey of LaGrue Bayou. The USFWS
concluded that native mussels are scarce due to channel modification, agricultural runoff, and
water withdrawals. The USFWS also concluded that additional mussel surveys of tributary
streams were not necessary; concemns regarding zebra mussel impacts to native mussels were
alleviated. Also, if zebra mussels proliferate in the White River, their dispersal into the
tributary streams is likely inevitable, even without project implementation. Moreover,
maintaining year-round minimum surface water elevations within these streams will provide
benefits to aquatic organisms. This information was provided in the DEIS; no additional
evaluations are deemed necessary.

Comment 28. Timber. The figures for forest acreage within the project area are not
consistent between the two references within the GRR. (P. 11: 42, 313; p. 20; 41, 957).
Please clarify in the FEIS.

Response 28. These discrepancies have been corrected.

Comment 29. Bottomland Hardwood Forest Mitigation Allowances. Mitigation measures
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include acquiring 243 acres to mitigate impacts to bottom land hardwoods. The 243 acres
was calculated in the Habitat Evaluation System (HES) which included bottom land
hardwoods, forested swamps, scrub/shrub, and marsh lands. The DEIS does not, however,
stipulate how much of the 243 acres will be available specifically for bottomland hardwood
revegetation. Please clarify in the FEIS.

Response 29. The entire 243 acres will be planted bottomland hardwoods. This was stated
in the DEIS on pages EIS-65 and EIS-69.

Comment 30. Timber Section Distinction. The DEIS does not explain the relationship
between the bottomland and upland hardwood sections and the timber section. In this case,
the timber section is an overview and totaling of the impacts and mitigation of the previous
sections and presents no new data. Please address in the FEIS.

Response 30. Concur. The TIMBER sections have been deleted in the FEIS.

Comment 31. Wetlands. The GRR and DEIS should be consistent in characterization of
estimated wetlands losses due to the proposed activities. GRR p. 54 states that there would
be a “loss of approximately 245 acres of wildlife habitat and 121 acres of wetlands.” GRR
p.89 states that wetlands impacts are expected to be: 64 acres lost; 57 acres temporarily
impacted”; consistent with p. DEIS-23. Appendix C. p. [V-4 states that “construction of the
project would result in the loss of approximately 128 acres of wetlands. In addition, it is
estimated that 57 acres of wetlands would be temporarily impacted.” Please clarify in the
FEIS.

Response 31. Wetland acreage discrepancies have been corrected.

Comment 32. Endangered and Threatened Species. The DEIS should address possible
impacts to the Federally listed endangered species Interior Least Tern, as indicated in the
USFWS correspondence of May 8, 1998. Consultation on this matter should be incorporated
in the FEIS.

Response 32. In the draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) report, the USFWS
stated that the interior least tern occurred along the lower White River and that it was the
responsibility of the Memphis District to determine potential project impacts to this
endangered species. Following review of the draft FWCA report, the USFWS was informed
that it was the opinion of Memphis District biologists that the interior least tern did not
inhabit the study area portion of the White River. The USFWS agreed with this opinion and
instructed the Memphis District to disregard the earlier recommendation to assess impacts
to the tern. However, the USFWS inadvertently left the statement regarding the assessment
recommendation in the final FWCA report.

Comment 33. Bald Eagle Nests. The DEIS states that “no significant tree loss would occur
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near the White River” but does not address whether the area proposed for clearing coincides
with any temporary bald eagle nest locations. Please address in the FEIS.

Response 33. This issue has been addressed in the FEIS. At the time of the DEIS, no eagle
nests were known to exist in the study area. Since that time, the Arkansas Natural Heritage
Commission has informed the Corps that an eagle nest was discovered in a portion of the
study area that will not be impacted by the project. The discovery of this nest has been
documented in the FEIS.

Comment 34, Recreation. The DEIS states that the flooding of additional acreage of
harvested rice fields would generate additional waterfowl hunter-days and related
expenditures (pp. DEIS-75 to DEIS-76, Section 6.73). These figures assume public access
to these lands, which is not consistent with the statement that the USFWS “have noted that
the general public would not have access to hunt waterfowl on these lands.” (P. DEIS-4,
Section 1.13). Please clarify in the FEIS.

Response 34. Man-day hunting estimates did not assume access to the general public.

Comment 35. Agricultural Lands. The FEIS should address the erosional impacts of the
proposed action, specifically on tributary streams due to the additional water from the White
River that “would provide minimum summer water levels that are substantially higher than
existing summer levels.”

Response 35. As stated above in Responses No. 20 and 25, quantities for water and
sediment discharge rates were considered to be insignificant. Minimum summer water levels
that are substantially higher than existing summer levels would not increase erosion rates
since the corresponding water levels would still remain in the range of stream tlow events
presently experienced. As state earlier, the additional water in the tributaries was found to
be insignificant.

Comment 36. Navigation. This resources area is not adequately evaluated in the DEIS. The
increased movement of commodities, which are projected to rise 98 percent by the year 2056
(pages DEIS-57), and the increased need for capacity are not evaluated in relation to the TSP.
Please address in the FEIS.

Response 36. This area is adequately addressed. The projected increase in tonnage is
expected to occur without the project. This is nota project induced occurrence. Since it 1s
not a project related impact there is no need to evaluate the effects of the increased
movements or increase in capacity on the area's economy or environment.

Comment 37. Cultural Resources. The GRR and DEIS are inconsistent in numbers of sites
identified through the cultural resources survey. Please clarify in the FEIS.
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IX.

Response 37. The discrepancy in the number of sites has been corrected.

Comment 38. Air Quality Analysis. The DEIS states conclusions regarding air quality
impacts without providing analytical or modeling support for them. In particular,
construction impacts on air quality for the lifespan of the construction project should be fully
addressed.

Response 38. Emissions from mobile sources would be de minimis. The project area is in
attainment with all standards, and the project would not jeopardize attainment status or the
state implementation plan. These air quality issues have been clarified in the FEIS.

Comment 39. Cumulative Impacts. The FEIS should identify other current and proposed
withdrawals from the White River and provide analysis of the cumulative impacts of these
withdrawals on flow rates, particularly during annual low flow periods and drought periods.
For example, the proposed action is only one of five proposed projects in the area, including
tow that would withdraw water from the White River. The FEIS should evaluate riverside-
wide cumulative impacts, particularly under drought conditions.

Response 39. Concur. A section has been added to the FEIS that addresses cumulative
impacts to the White River.

Comment 40. Construction. The GRR states that, “A plan will be developed which
identifies procedures to avoid and/or minimize adverse construction impacts”. Such impacts
should be identified and analyzed in the FEIS, and potential mitigation identified in order for
the public and reviewing agencies to have complete information on the impacts of the
proposed activities. Issues that should be analyzed include duration of specific construction
projects, numbers and source of workers, socioeconomic impacts of construction,
transportation, impacts on local businesses, air quality, and soils and erosion.

Response 40. Impacts to Section 122 items such as socio-economic conditions and local
businesses and farms were addressed in the main report and DEIS. Air quality issues have
been restated for greater clarity. Also, a construction section has been added to the FEIS to
address topics such as construction impacts to transportation and utilities, the construction
schedule, and preventative measures to reduce soil erosion.

Sierra Club
P.O. Box 2246
Little Rock, Arkansas 72221

Comment 1. First of all, it seems that the economic analysis, which ultimately must be the

justification for this project, is flawed. It appears that the only economic costs considered
are those related to the money outlays associated with construction and maintenance of the
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irrigation project and associated conservation efforts. Stated differently, no economic vaiue
is placed on the water to be relocated by this irrigation project. An assumption that the water
to be transported has no economic value in its original location would seem to be unjustified,
economically speaking, especiaily as navigation interest are already seeking a dredging
project to deepen the channel of the White river over much of its length. A valid economic
approach would seek to determine the increase in value if any of the water imparted by it
relocation and compare that increase to the cost of performing the relocation.

Response 1. The true economic value of any resource is its use. The existing economic
use of the water in the White River is navigation. Therefore, the economic cost of the
diverted water is any additional cost incurred by the navigation industry. A detailed
economic analysis of these impacts has been completed and is presented in the Draft Report
on pages D-I1-35 through D-11-49.

Comment 2. Analysis of indirect economic cost and benefits are similarly flawed. While
the report notes the loss of some valuable wildlife habitat, this appears to relate only to
discrete locations that will be destroyed in construction of the pipeline and not to the diffuse
impacts that might result in the area from which the water is being extracted. It is difficult
to believe that extraction of substantial waters from the White River will not impact wildlife
habitat in the basin at large. If so your study does not appear to account for this loss. In
short, it appears that your study simply assumes no economic value (direct or indirect) for
the water in its current location and this is simply not a reasonable assumption.

Response 2. The direct impacts of the project (both positive and negative) are included in
the project's benefit to cost ratio. Their derivation is presented in the Environmental
Appendix of the Draft Report.

Comment 3. On the flip side , the direct cconomic benefits appear to be based on the
market value of the crop (rice) presumed to be produceable. This again appears to be an
oversimplification and an invalid economic approach. The choice here is not likely between
the production of rice and the production of nothing. Without the irrigation project, there are
doubtless other crops that could be grown on a sustainable basis. It is only the difference that
should be claimed as a benefit. Likewise, the study seems to assume that additional flooded
acreage in the irrigated area is beneficial to wildlife (water

fowl) without the fact establishing that there is currently a shortage of flooded fields during
the relevant seasons.

Response 3. The agricultural benefits of the project are not measured as the production of
rice versus the production of nothing. They are measured as the net value to the nation's
economy of irrigated crop production versus dryland crop production. The number of acres
of each crop expected to be grown under without-project conditions is presented in Table D-
[I-3. The number of acres of each crop expected to be grown under with-project conditions
is presented in Table D-II-9. You will notice that both conditions include significant acreage
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of dryland crops. Neither condition contains any acreage of abandoned farmland. Future
conditions do however contain a small acreage of abandoned fish ponds.

The Lower Mississippi Valley Joint Venture Evaluation Plan, a U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) publication, identifies the flooding of additional cropland as critical in
meeting habitat requirements of waterfowl within the Lower Mississippi; and Habitat
Arkansas 2000: Arkansas Implementation Plan for the Lower Mississippi Valley Joint
Venture of the North American Waterfow! Management Plan recognizes the importance of
flooding additional cropland for waterfowl in Arkansas. Also, coordination with waterfowl
biologists from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Arkansas Game and Fish Commission,
National Biological Service, and Ducks Unlimited revealed that the flooding of additional
cropland would be beneficial to waterfowl within the project area. These waterfowl]
biologists informed the Memphis District that, in order for the project to provide its
proportional share of waterfowl habitat for the North American Waterfowl Plan,
approximately 45,000 acres of harvested rice fields would have to be flooded annually and
another 30,000 acres of harvested rice fields would have to be managed in case of sufficient
rainfall for flooding. The project can only provide 38,529 acres of cropland flooding on an
average annual basis due to withdrawal limitations on the White River.

Comment 4. Finally on the economic front, crop prices and capital costs have been
determined by utilizing snapshot data prevailing at a spe

cific point in time, rather than a relevant historical average. This appears to be of particular
importance since the cost benefit ratios generated in your study, even with the above flaws,
appear to be marginal.

Response 4. The crop prices and the capital costs are not snapshot data. The crop prices
are "Current Normalized Prices” which are developed by the Water Resources Council and
are reflective of long term market trends. The capital costs are calculated using interest rates
that are developed in accordance with Section 80 of Public Law 93-251 for use in the
evaluation of National economic effects of water and related land resources plans. They are
reflective of the Federal government's long term cost of borrowing. As for the availability
of water for diversion, a 47 year period of record model was developed to estimate the
availability of water throughout the irrigation season. This model was used to match the
availability of water to the seasonal demand for the entire 47 year period of record. The
results indicated that on average 87.6 percent of the project area could be fully irrigated. The
results of the reliability analysis are presented on pages D-I1-23 through D-II-26.

Comment 5. These flaws aside, the Chapter’s greatest concern is the potential for
widespread adverse environmental impacts. The Chapter is concerned that the

environmental analysis in this instance is being performed in isolation and does not consider
other planned activities, including other irrigation projects, and a proposal to dredge the
White River. A study which does not include all relevant factors is fundamentally
flawed and provides an inadequate basis for rational decision-making. Likewise, a failure to
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consider widespread diffuse impacts and future demands on these water resources flaws the
reports environmental analysis.

Response 5. A section has been added to the FEIS that assesses cumulative impacts of
other potential irrigation projects on the White River. The hydraulic impacts associated with
the Montgomery Point Lock and Dam were examined in association with this project, and
it was determined that the hydraulic effects of the two projects would not overlap. Also, post
construction monitoring programs will be designed and implemented with input from
appropriate natural resource agencies; actual effects on the White River fishery, floodplain
wetlands, and water quality will be monitored. Furthermore, the White River Navigation to
Newport, Arkansas, General Evaluation is quantitatively analyzing cumulative impacts
associated with it and the GPADP.

Comment 6. Finally, we are not satisfied that the report demonstrates an adequate
consideration of all conceivable alternative approaches to solving the aquifer depletion
problem in the area of interest. Reforestation to enhance aquifer recharge is not discussed,
nor more glaringly is resorting to alternative crops that are less water-intensive.

Response 6. Extensive formulation and evaluation of alternative measures to protect and
preserve the aquifer were investigated. Conservation was maximized to the extent practical.
Conversion to dryland farming was analyzed as part of each alternative. No combination of
measures can provide a level of reliability to sustain the economic viability of the region
without an import water component.

Comment 7. The Chapter recognizes the importance of agriculture to the State’s delta
region. However, in the long run, methods and practices must be developed that are
sustainable. Many of the conservation and land impoundment methodologies addressed
in your study, if adopted earlier, could have forestalled the aquifer-depletion crisis which this
irrigation project is intended to address. These efforts and a reduction in rice acreage could
solve it at no expense to the public or the environment.

Response 7. Aquifer depletion in the project area is a present crisis. New conservation
practices and increased storage reservoirs cannot solve this crisis. Only a massive shift to
dryland practices as reflected in the expected future without-project conditions presented in
Table D-II-3 could prevent further aquifer depletion. However, this would be at a great
expense to the national economy, not just the local economy. All estimated effects presented
in the report and used in the project's benefit to cost ratio are national effects.

Comment 8. Aquifer depletion is a problem that extends beyond the area to be irrigated by
this demonstration project. If sustainable practices are not to be encouraged as the solution
of choice in this area how can we urge them as a solution in the next, and where will the
water for that area come from and at what cost to the tax payer and the

environment?
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Response 8. The Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project was analyzed over the project
life. The project protects the aquifer as well as provides significant economic benefits to the
national economy. The project prevents the loss of existing waterfowl feeding and resting
habitat, provides additional waterfow] habitat, and provides prairie restoration and fisheries
benefits. Any additional Corps projects would have to undergo the same rigorous studies
and analyses to demonstrate Federal interest before construction.

Comment 9. In the Chapter’s view it is highly unlikely that a public subsidy, in the form
of transplanting water from one area of the State to another, in order to support unsustainable
agricultural practices, can be justified economically, and removing water from the White
river basin and putting it on rice fields will almost certainly represent a net loss from an
environmental and wildlife habitat standpoint.

Response 9. The comment implies that irrigation water will be transported long distances
within the state. In fact, the project will withdraw irrigation water from the White River at
DeValls Bluff, Arkansas, which is immediately adjacent to the project area. The comment
also states that the area’s agricultural practices are unsustainable. This statement conflicts
with the area’s rich agricultural history. For example, the area’s rice industry has long been
the foundation of its economy. Agriculture has weathered many times of economic hardship
and enjoyed numerous times of prosperity. Agriculture in the area will evolve to meet new
challenges just as it has in the past, and-continue to be a viable contributor to the area’s
economic well-being. Irrigation will also continue to be a key component of its agricultural
economy. The only question is at what level, greatly reduced under future without-project
conditions or maintained under future with-project conditions. Further, the comment states
that the project cannot be economically justified. This is clearly not true. The economic
justification of the selected plan is presented in Volume 10, Appendix D, Section II, of the
General Reevaluation Report. The project’s benefits and impacts were analyzed using
appropriate scientific techniques and are fully presented in the GRR and EIS. The analyses
showed minimal impacts and substantial gains in fish and wildlife habitat in the project area.

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION

GULF STATES NATURAL RESOURCE CENTER
4505 Spicewood Springs Road, Suite 300

Austin, Texas 78759

The letter received stated that the EIS failed to address comments 1 thru 5 listed below:

Comment 1. Ecological and water quality impacts of converting existing and natural
drainages and wetlands to conduits and reservoirs for the project.

Response 1. Even though we are using natural streams to convey irrigation flows, the
introduction of the irrigation flows should benefit the region as stated in the water quality
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portion of the GRR. Some of the streambeds are dry at times and the irrigation flows, along
with the weirs, will provide year-round pools of water that will benefit fish. A detailed study
which addresses potential project impacts and benefits to project area fisheries is presented
in Volume 9, Appendix C, Section V; results of this study are summarized in the DEIS.

Comment 2. Effects on the White River National Wildlife Refuge of toxic metals,
nutrients, pesticides and other contaminants that may be carried by irrigation waters into the
system and subsequently into the Refuge.

Response 2. Existing water quality should not be affected by the project. The water quality
of the area is governed by current water management practices and the project should not
have any adverse impacts.

Comment 3. Impacts of water withdrawals from the River on minimum stream flows
necessary to support fishery resources.

Response 3. The fishery study conducted by the U.S. Amy Waterways Experiment Station
(Volume 9, Appendix C, Section V) adequately evaluates potential project impacts and
benefits to area fisheties. Project-induced changes to the White River are not sufficient to
impact minimum flow requirements of fish. Pumping would cease once river stages reach
minimum flow requirements identified in the 1986 Arkansas State Water Plan. Changes in
water levels during pumping would be less than a foot and would not effect habitat
requirements of fishes during the low flow season.

Comment 4. Effects on the LaGrue bayou mussel beds.

Response 4. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the Arkansas Game and Fish
Commission raised concerns during the general reevaluation about potential project impacts
(i.e., temperature changes induced by import water, zebra mussel introductions) to mussels
within the tributary streams of the project area. The Memphis District funded a
reconnaissance mussel survey of L.aGrue Bayou; this survey was performed by the USFWS.
The USFWS found only low-density mussel populations. They attributed the relative
scarcity of mussels to channel modification, agricultural runoff, and irrigation withdrawals.
The USFWS informed the Memphis District that more intensive surveys were not needed.

Comment 5. Lack of specific and enforceable mitigation and conservation measures (the
project relies heavily on voluntary measures).

Response 5. Four hundred thirty-six acres of cleared land will be purchased and reforested
in order to mitigate impacts to wildlife habitat. The mitigation plan is discussed in the DEIS
and in Volume 9, Appendix C, Section II. The waterfowl component 1s not necessary for
mitigation but is a conservation features of the project. Although the waterfowl feature (i.e.,
flooding of over 38,000 acres of harvested rice fields on an average annual basis) would be
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implemented on privately owned farmland, it will be an important component of the project
and an integral part of the operation and maintenance plan. Under the Project Cooperation
Agreement, the local sponsor would be required contractually to implement the waterfowl
feature.

Comment 6. While the Grand Prairie project alone raises serious environmental issues,
these cannot be properly evaluated independently of the other irrigation and navigation
projects under consideration. The potential cumulative impact of these projects is
substantial and could affect wildlife habitat and natural communities throughout eastern
Arkansas. NWF is specifically concerned that taken together these projects will destroy
diverse wetlands throughout the region, harm fish and wildlife populations, cause shifts in
vegetative communities, reduce water quality, and threaten the health of the White River
National Wildlife Refuge.

Response 6. A section has been added to the FEIS that addresses cumulative impacts of
other potential irrigation projects (i.e., Little Red River, Black River) on the White River
basin. Environmental monitoring programs for the GPADP will be designed and
implemented with input from appropriate natural resource agencies to insure predicted results
match the actual impacts.. Any future study would analyze impacts considering existing or
authorized projects in place. However, at this time, the only planned, funded, or authorized
project utilizing the White River or its tributaries excess water is the Grand Prairie Project.
Also. the White River Navigation to Newport, Arkansas, General Reevaluation is
quantitatively evaluating cumulative impacts associated with it and the GPADP.

Comment 7. The National Environmental Policy Act and regulations adopted by the council
on Environmental Quality recognize the federal government’s duty to consider cumulative
impacts of proposed actions. The Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project, the other
irrigation projects contemplated in the Eastern Arkansas Study, andthe proposed
navigation project will cause cumulative impacts as defined by the CEQ regulations. A
cumulative environmental impact analysis therefore must be conducted for the affected
region which fully evaluates the ecological, hydrological, water quality and the other impacts
of all proposed projects, which demonstrates how impacts to wetlands will be avoided, and
identifies specifically how mitigation wili be ensured for all unavoidable wetlands losses.
This cumulative EIS must be completed and reviewed before final approval of any of the
study projects.

Response 7. See Response 6.
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XL

United States Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

1500 Museum Road, Suite 105
Conway, Arkansas 72032

GENERAL COMMENTS

Comment 1. The GPADP offers a partial solution to the escalating problem of pumping
from the area’s aquifer. If carefully planned and executed the project would have limited
impacts on the area’s resources and help slow the depletion of the aquifer. In addition,
certain design features would create a net gain in benefits to ducks and shorebirds as well as
increasing the prairie remnant areas. Some of the stated goals of the GPADP include:

. The annual flooding of 38,529 acres of harvested rice fields for ducks. Providing an
additional 12,275,949 duck-use-days per year.

2 An increase in on-farm storage and other water conservation methods. According to
the draft GRR and EIS, an additional 8,849 acres of cropland would be converted to on-farm
storage reservoirs, providing 88,493 acre-feet of storage capacity. In addition. there would
be an increase in the number of tailwater recovery systems.

3. Reduction in the amount of water pumped form the aquifer for agricultural use.

4 Re-establishment of native prairie vegetation within the rights-of-way of new irrigation
channels.

Throughout the draft GRR and EIS these goals are repeated and data is presented showing
how the project would reduce the amount of water pumped from the aquifer for irrigation.
However, we are concerned about the implementation of some project features since several
of the key components of the project are based on voluntary participation. One of these
components is on-farm water management, which is necessary for the GPADP to be
successful. Yet the draft GRR states that the building and management of tailwater recovery
systems, reservoirs, and/or reduced aquifer pumping is voluntary. Some form of water
conservation should be made a mandatory part of the project requirement for participants.
It is also important to note that tailwater recoveries and reservoirs, built as part of the
GPADP, would not be required to be located on agricultural land. This raises concerns for
additional wetland impacts. Flooding cropland to provide waterfowl feeding and resting
areas is another part of the project which would be done on a voluntary basis.

Response 1. The PCA will include provisions to insure that the on-farm features,
especially the additional on-farm storage reservoirs, are constructed. The operation plan for
the project will also include the seasonal flooding for waterfowl. The sponsor will be
contractually bound to operate and maintain the project according to the operations plan
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before construction is initiated. The sponsor must ensure that the goals for the increases in

efficiency, increased storage, and waterfowl flooding are reached over the project area.
Comment 2. Other points of concern are recreation, mitigation, and water quality issues.

Though the Service and the Corps of Engineers (Corps) are within nine acres on our
mitigation estimates, there is a important difference of opinion on the amount, duration, and
type of management needed for the project’s mitigation.

Response 2. See Response 8.

Comment 3. A water quality survey was included in the draft GRR and EIS. However, the
Service still has concerns over water quality issues that could occur during the life of the
project. We recommend that a contaminants monitoring program be made part of the
GPADP.

Response 3. Concur. It is stated in the GRR that a water quality monitoring program will
be implemented. The water quality program will be designed with input from appropriate
agencies.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Comment 4. GRR, Main Report, pg. 68. In the on-farm storage discussion section of this
page several assumptions are stated. “The new reservoirs are assumed to be located on lands
identified for soybean production and are equally distributed throughout the project area.”
and that “an additional 8,849 acres of cropland will be converted to on-farm storage
reservoirs.” Yet in the GRR, NRCS On-farm Report (appendix A, pg. 59), it clearly states
that participation in the on-farm program will be voluntary. The landowner would make the
final decision on what conservation practices he would (or would not) practice or install. In
addition, the land owner would have the final decision on the operation of any on-farm
irrigation system. The Service believes for the project to be successful that water
conservation measures such as tailwater recovery systems, reservoirs, and/or reduced aquifer
pumping must be made a mandatory part of the project for all participants.

Response 4. Conservation measures are the most cost effective component of the project and
are necessary to protect and preserve the aquifer. A sensitivity analyses was conducted that
found the project is economically feasible in the absence of the on-farm features but does not
maximize net positive benefits to the national economy. These features are not voluntary for
the project area. They will be included in the PCA agreement between the Federal
Government and the project sponsor.

Comment 5. EIS 4 Paragraph 1.13. The project as designed would not provide recreational
opportunities to the general public. There are project features to flood cropland for
waterfow! on private lands, but the general public would have no access to these areas.
Although the Corps has stated, “recreational development is a low budgetary priority under
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the current Corps policy”, the Service still recommends that you actively pursue the
possibility of purchasing and/or enhancing additional wildlife habitat for public use within
the project area. Plans and deigns of such areas should be developed in a cooperative effort
with the Service, Corps, and Arkansas State Game and Fish Commission.

Response 5. Development of public access will be considered for mitigation lands and in
conjunction with any fish and wildlife habitat restoration measures identified in the separate
environmental study.

Comment 6. EIS 5 Paragraph 1.14. There are some concerns about the height and
placement of some the one hundred and twenty weirs that would be constructed in existing
tributaries as part of this project. The elevation differences of 2 number of the weirs and top
banks of their respective channels is sometimes as little as one foot. Poor design
consideration and weir placement could cause the pooled water to adversely impact the
riparian plant communities of these tributaries. It was recommended that additional
investigations be conducted to determine which of the weirs need to be redesigned or moved
in order to avoid adverse impacts to sensitive areas.

Response 6. Reference H and H Appendix page 111-30; riprap weirs were sited in the
following locations: (1) locations along the natural waterway that would provide service to
tracts not serviced by a canal or by a majer pipe system, (2) locations upstream of bridges,
(3) intermediate locations providing the deepest pool to as many tracts as possible, and (4)
locations where the pool from the next downstream weir ends, provided that location 1s not
in the middle of a tract already supplied. In order to obtain maximum benefit from each
weir, it was desirable to set weirs at the highest possible elevation. It was decided to set weir
elevations by determining the highest elevation that can convey the existing bankfull
discharge with no significant increase in flowline elevation. The top of the weir was set at
a trial elevation of one foot below the top bank. The bankfull discharge was input into the
stream for with and without the weir. If the difference in water surface elevation was
essentially zero, the weir was left at this height. If the difference was considered
unacceptable, the weir was lowered.

The information stated above is required to achieve hydraulic design criteria. To address
“adverse impacts to sensitive areas”, the weirs in these areas will need to be examined on a
site by site basis. Once the locations are identified, hydraulic design modifications will be
made or weirs relocated to avoid or minimize impacts to sensitive riparian plant
communities.

Comment 7. EIS 75 Paragraph 6.73. In this section, under recreation, the Corps states that
“the flooding of 38,529 acres of harvested rice fields each winter would generate 28,769
waterfowl hunting man-days annually...” Yet, in the NRCS On-farm Report (pg 59), it states
that “participation in the on-farm program will be voluntary.” The flooding of agricultural
land for waterfow! feeding and resting areas should be made a mandatory part of the project,
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with waterfowl rest areas identified and incorporated into the project design.

Response 7. The waterfow! feature isa major component of the project. This feature is
contained in the project operation and maintenance plan, and the irrigation district is
responsible for its implementation under the project cooperation agreement. The Memphis
District and the local sponsor are committed to the flooding of over 3 8,000 acres of harvested
rice fields on an average annual basis.

Comment 8. EIS 94 Paragraph 8.13. Though the Service and the Corps employed different
methods to analyze the projects impacts to wildlife habitat, and to determine compensatory
mitigation requirements, there were only nine acres difference between the mitigation
estimates. However, the Corps has stated that their mitigation requirements were determined
base on insurance of 66 percent seedling survival one year from planting and no forest
management once this seedling survival objective was obtained, “...had it been assumed that
intensive management practices would be implemented over the 50 year project life, the
mitigation acreage estimate would have been less.” We feel that there must be some
assurance that the values projected for the project mitigation will be achieved. However,
intensive management of the project mitigation areas would not necessarily be needed to
achieve the goal. After the survival rate is established, the mitigation area could be placed
‘1 caretaker status with a minimal management required. Therefore, while there is no
objection to the proposed seedling survival rate, we still maintain that management of
mitigation lands should be at project expense over the 50 year life of the project. We
recommended that all mitigation acreage should consist of prior converted croplands or
farmed wetlands. The Corps commented that damage to upland forest should be mitigated
for by the reforestation of upland acreage. We have no objection to this mitigation.

Response 8. The local sponsor is required to obtain all project lands (including mitigation
lands), easements, and rights-of-way. Operation and maintenance of the mitigation lands is
also a responsibility of the local sponsor. Compensatory mitigation, a total of 436 acres, was
determined assuming no management other that the insurance of 66% seedling survival one
year from planting.

Comment 9. EIS 95 Paragraph 8.14. We recommend that contaminant surveys be made
before and after project completion. Though a water quality assessment was made for this
report (GRR, Environmental, Section III) the study seemed to concentrate it conclusions on
how the water from the White River would effect agriculture. In fact, the summary and
recommendations of the report (pg 53} only allude to the possible impacts of the White
Rivers water on farmland. To balance this, more data should be collected and a baseline
established so it will be possible to monitor for any future increases in pesticides, fertilizers,
heavy metals, and other contaminates that are found in association with agricuitural runoff.
The GPADP would, in all probability, increase the amount of agricultural run off into the
White River. Therefore, we recommend a comprehensive testing and monitoring program
for these contaminants be incorporated into the project and tailwater areas, such as LaGrue
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Bayou, be monitored. This monitoring should be set up for the life of the project to protect
resources that fall within the scope of the project area. In addition, to protect the unique
wildlife area of White river national Wildlife refuge, one of the areas monitored should be
Jacks Bay on LaGrue Bayou.

Response 9. A monitoring program will be developed. Your participation will be sought
during development of the scope of the monitoring plan. The increased tailwater recovery
and on-farm storage should reduce the amount of agricultural runoff to streams. Extensive
studies were conducted of the existing reservoirs and their overall water quality was found
to be good.

Comment 10. EIS 95 Paragraph 8.15. We recommend that irrigation canals and on-farm
reservoirs be located away from wetlands and natural heritage sites. Incorporating design
recommendations from other resource agencies, the Corp aligned the proposed canals and
pipelines to minimize as much as possible impacts to forest, wetlands, and prairie remnants
and in Vol. 1, On-Farm Storage pg. 44, the statement is made that, “All reservoirs would be
placed on cropland.” However, in a later section of the same volume (EIS 95, 8.15) the
Corps states that “It is assumed that on-farm project features would be constructed on non-
wetland agricultural lands.” We feel that this assumption is unwarranted. In fact, it is far
more likely that the land used to create reservoirs and tailwater recovery systems would be
land that is considered unsuitable for farming, such as a wetland drains or sloughs. And
though it is true that the farmer would be required to “apply for and obtain an individual
Section 404 (b)(1) permit”, wetland protection should be the responsibility of this project and
not transferred to another program. Without a mandatory requirement for the on farm
storage to be placed in non-wetland areas there would be significantly greater wetland
impacts associated with the project.

Response 10. All environmental and economic analyses and impact analyses were
conducted assuming on-farm storage would be placed on existing cropland acres. The
Natural Resources Conservation Service currently estimates that approximately 200 acres
of farmed wetlands would be lost to construction of on-farm features (i.e., reservoirs,
tailwater recovery systems). Approximately 200 acres of farmed wetland or prior converted
farmland will be acquired and planted in bottomland hardwoods to mitigate these impacts.
It is important to note that these are only estimates of the on-farm impacts and subsequent
compensatory mitigation. The actual impacts and required mitigation will be determined as
each on-farm plan is completed. Mitigation will be acquired in manageable tracts for the on-
farm wetland losses by the project sponsor. The mitigation will be acquired at the same rate
as the on-farm features are constructed.

Comment 11. EIS 97. Paragraph 8.23. It was recommended that he cumulative impacts of
all five irrigation projects proposed in the Eastern Arkansas Project (EAP) be addressed. The
Corps offered that any future Corps projects involving the White River would address the
cumulative impacts of that particular project and the GPADP. The reason given for this was
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that only two of the five irrigation projects proposed in the EAP involved withdrawal from
the White River, the GPADP and the White River Irrigation Project. The other three projects
are located in different basins.

We feel strongly that the cumulative impacts of all projects involving the White River should
be addressed in detail. The demands of navigation, agricultural irrigation, and regulated flow
releases from the reservoirs all combine to place an inordinate amount of strain on the river’s
hydrologic features and the network of interrelated biclogical systems that rely on them. If
not properly monitored and controlled, the demands for water from the river system could,
at the very least, aversely impact its fisheries, riparian habitat, oxbows, bottomland
hardwoods, and the wildlife which depend upon them. All these systems rely heavily on the
rivers seasonal flood regime. If the demands for water form the river are such that this
pattern is disrupted there would be serious impacts to theses natural systems.

This argument holds true for the other water systems that will be impacted by future EAP’s.
Therefore, we recommend that the impacts of future Corp projects in each of the basin areas
and river systems be studied in-depth, along with the cumulative impacts of projects already
in place, before the start of each project.

Response 11. Actually, potential irrigation projects for three other areas (White River, Black
River, and Little Red River) identified in the Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study
(EARCS) could affect the White River. A section has been added to the FEIS that assesses
the cumulative impacts of these projects. If studies are authorized and funded for other
projects, these studies would assess the impacts of all other authorized projects at that time.
The White River Navigation to Newport, Arkansas, General Reevaluation, is quantitatively
assessing cumulative impacts associated with it and the GPADP. A post-construction
monitoring program will be implemented for the GPADP to continue to assess water quality
and to assess impacts to White River flows and larval fishes.

XJ]I.  Arkansas Game & Fish Commission
2 Natural Resources Drive
Little Rock, Arkansas 72205

Comment 1. We would like to emphasize the fact that the pipeline right-of-way for this
project is presently proposed to cross the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission Wattensaw
Wwildlife Management Area (WMA). This has been discussed in the initial stages of
planning, at which time the pumping plant site and pipeline corridor were adjusted to
minimize adverse impacts to wetlands and the Wattensaw Wildlife Management Area. The
pipeline and right-of-way design as well as impacts, compensation and/or mitigation
measures should be fully coordinated with our agency and addressed in specific detail.

Response 1. The plans and specifications for the pipeline are currently being prepared and
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coordinated with your office along with proposed mitigation.

Comment 2. We have been participating in the general fish and wildlife restoration and
enhancement features such as winter water for waterfowl, higher than normal annual water
levels in the irrigation ditches and waterways for fisheries resources, etc. There is no
mention, however, of our previous recommendation urging you and the irrigation district to
pursue the possibility of purchasing and enhancing additional wildlife habitat as part of the
project somewhere in ten benefited area. This property should be set-aside for the primary
purpose of wildlife management and public use. The same consideration should be given
to fisheries resource features, also including public access to the resource. We feel this is an
important project feature based on public funds utilized on a project of this magnitude. This
and other potential fish and wildlife resource restoration and enhancement opportunities, as
well as mechanisms that would guarantee features, such as winter water for waterfow!| and
other wildlife conservation measures based on irrigation water usage, should be put into
place for the life of the project.

Response 2. Incorporation of public access with the mitigation features will be considered
along with public fishing access to the canal segments focated within land acquired for
mitigation. The Arkansas Game and Fish Commission will be fully coordinated with on
these features. Studies have been tnitiated to examine additional environmental features for
the project.

Comment 3. There should be a more thorough assessment of the project affect on
transportation vectors such as zebra mussels and other exotic species. The introduction of
the zebra mussel into this extensive system of waterways by this project should be
acknowledged and environmental impacts addressed.

Response 3.  The introduction of zebra mussels into tributary streams is addressed on pages
EIS-64 - EIS-65. Regarding zebra mussels, the major concern raised by natural resource
agencies was the potential adverse impact to native mussels in tributary streams. However,
a reconnaissance survey conducted by the U.S. Fishand wildlife Service (USFWS) indicated
that mussels were scarce in these streams due to channel modification. agricultural runoff,
and irrigation withdrawals. If zebra mussel proliferate in the White River, their introduction
into the smaller project area streams is likely inevitable with or without the project.

Comment 4. On Page EIS-30 Table 4-1, Comparative Impacts of Alternatives of the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), it is stated that “mussels are not plentiful in the
tributary streams”. We understand that only limited sampling for mussels in the tributary
streams was conducted at eight bridge locations. Bridge locations are known to represent
disturbed steam areas, and the mussel populations at these sites unlikely represent ten entire
stream. We feel more intensive mussel surveys of tributary streams may be needed,
particularly since records indicate Federally listed endangered mussel species are or have
been known to occur in the White River Basin.
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Response 4. During the general reevaluation study, the USFWS and Arkansas Game and
Fish Commission (AGFC) voiced concerns about potential project impacts (i.e., temperature
changes induced by import water, zebra mussel introductions) to mussels in the tributary
streams. Therefore, the Memphis District Corps of Engineers funded a reconnaissance
mussel survey by the USFWS. This reconnaissance survey was performed to determine the
need for more intensive population surveys of the tributary streams. The USFWS conducted
the reconnaissance survey on LaGrue Bayou because it was thought to be the stream most
likely to contain viable mussel populations. However, the survey revealed only low-density
musse! populations. Based on the reconnaissance survey results, the USFWS informed the
Memphis District that more intensive surveys were not needed. The AGFC was informed
of the survey results and the decision not to pursue additional surveys; the AGFC did not
object to this decision. The Memphis District would reconsider the performance of
additional mussel surveys if the AGFC can provide evidence to indicate the need for the
surveys.

Comment 5. On Page EIS-20 Table 4-1, Comparative Impact: of Alternatives of the DEIS,
there are discussions of larval fish entrainment studies for two years after project
development. Biologists of this agency feel that the entrainment rate of 1.2 to 12% of ali
larval fishes is extremely high, especially for long-lived species such as paddlefish and
sturgeon, because of the high discharge variability in the system and the long life spans of
those species. A pulsed monitoring program should be used for post-project studies. Any
significant losses of fishes directly associated with entrainment and/or impingement would
require agreed upon compensation or mitigation measures between the Arkansas Game and
Fish Commission, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and your agency as part of project
expense.

Response 5. Most fishes that could be potentially entrained are shad (Dorosoma sp.) and
minnows (Notropis sp., Macrhybopsis sp.). These taxa have extended spawning seasons or
high fecundity, and are ubiquitous in the lower White River system. Their reproductive
strategy is characteristic of species with high natural mortality of early life stages, and the
predicted numbers that could be potentiaily entrained are relatively minor compared to total
numbers that exist cumulative in inlets and other backwaters. Potential entrainment of
paddlefish and sturgeon is improbable. Only one paddlefish larvae was collected during field
studies and no sturgeon larvae were collected, indicating their rarity. Spawning occurs in
spring when water demand 1s lower, and larvae quickly develop sufficient swimming
capability to avoid entrainment later in the season. In summary, we consider that
entrainment losses will not negatively affect the population integrity of fishes in the lower
White River. However, we recognize the uncertainties in impact prediction and have agreed
to monitor ichthyoplankton in the inlet channel. The Memphis District looks forward to
working with the AGFC to develop a pulsed monitoring plan and to gstablish an entrainment
threshold that would require mitigation if exceeded.

Comment 6. On Page 24 of the DEIS concemning water quality issues, we feel conducting
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contaminant surveys before, as well as after project completion are necessary to insure that
contaminant levels can be maintained at the lowest levels possible in irrigation water. It is
not known if diversion of surface water for irrigation and the future operation of the
irrigation system will cause any water quality problems resulting in significant adverse
effects on fish and wildlife resources.

Response 6. Water quality and sediment sampling was conducted during the general
reevaluation and will be conducted during construction. A water quality monitoring
program will be established for the project to include gathering the necessary baseline data.
Further discussion with appropriate agencies is necessary to develop the monitoring program.

Comment 7. On Page EIS-97 of the DEIS, it discusses the Grand Prairie Area
Demonstration Project as one of five irrigation projects as part of the Eastern Arkansas
Region Comprehensive Study. Two other irrigation projects would withdraw water from the
White River in addition to the Grand Prairie Demonstration Project, one would withdraw
water from Bayou Meto, and one would withdraw water from the Little Red River. The
Draft Reports are lacking discussion of impacts regarding the other irrigation projects. While
these project may be separate from a construction standpoint, in theory they are
interconnected from a planning and ecological perspective. We, therefore, recommend that
cumulative impacts for all five irrigation projects are thoroughly addressed in one scope of
study and mitigation features are commeénsurate with other project planning for the life of
the project.

Response 7. A section has been added to the FEIS that addresses cumulative impacts of
other potential irrigation projects (i.e., Little Red River, Black River) on the White River
basin. The Bayou Meto Basin Project would not utilize the White River as a water source.
Any future study would analyze impact considering existing or authorized projects in place.
However, at this time, the only planned, funded, or authorized project utilizing the White
River or its tributaries excess water is the Grand Prairie Project. Also, the White River
Navigation to Newport, Arkansas, General! Reevaluation is quantitatively evaluating
cumulative impacts associated with it and the GPADP.

Comment 8. On Page EIS-14 Alternative 7, 4.15 it is stated, “It is assumed that all new
irrigation reservoirs would be built on agricultural land; approximately 8,849 acres of
farmland would be lost to reservoirs”. No guarantees have been made that new irrigation
reservoirs would be built on agricultural land.

Response 8. The project was planned and evaluated with the assumption that the new
irrigation reservoirs would be placed on the higher ground to utilize gravity flow for
irrigation. Any variance would require that the farmer apply for and obtain an individual
Section 404 (b)(1) permit. The NRCS currently estimates that approximately 200 acres of
farmed wetlands would be lost to construction of on-farm features (i.e., reservoirs, tailwater
recovery systems). Approximately 200 acres of farmed wetland or prior converted farmland
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will be acquired and planted in bottomland hardwoods to mitigate these impacts. It is
important to note that these are only estimates of the on-farm impacts and subsequent
compensatory mitigation. The actual impacts and required mitigation will be determined as
each on-farm plan is completed. Mitigation will be acquired in manageable tracts for the on-
farm wetland losses by the project sponsor. The mitigation will be acquired at the same rate
as the on-farm features are constructed.

Comment 9. We appreciate the Corps of Engineers efforts to acquire remnant prairie areas
in fee title to offset losses of natural prairie and the proposal to restore vegetation within 300
miles of canal right-of-way (approximately 3000 acres). In order for the proposal to result
in significant benefits to wildlife resources, prairie habitat should b restored on land adjacent
to remnant prairies, and other acreage not conducive to prairie habitat should be vegetated
with appropriate wildlife food plantings. Obviously, more information is necessary
regarding the task of prairie restoration management and assessment.

Response 9. The Memphis District believes that prairie restoration is possible throughout
the proposed canal system. Since a tallgrass prairie historically occupied this region, a high
priority will be placed on restoring native prairie grasses. Studies will be conducted to
establish the appropriate planting methodology and associated costs for establishing prairie
grasses. If it is not economically feasible to establish prairie within the total canal area or
if it is determined that certain sites are not suitable for prairie restoration, plantings of other
vegetation that benefit wildlife will be made.

Comment 10. The EIS does not guarantee that groundwater resources will be protected by
the project. There are no provisions that mandate farmers to stop or limit pumping water
from groundwater sources and the local aquifers may still be depleted.

Response 10. The Corps does not have the authority to mandate that farmers stop or limit
pumping from the aquifer. However, the Arkansas Soil and Water Conservation
Commission has declared the Grand Prairie Area a critical ground water area and are
monitoring the ground water problems in the area. The ground water users may take steps
to limit further aquifer declines before any type of regulation is placed upon them. The
project will provide increased irrigation efficiencies, increased storage, and an aiternate
source of water to reduce the demand on the aquifer to its safe yield. Without the project,
the aquifer will be depleted.

Comment 11. [t is important to conduct long term studies (pre and post project monitoring)
to determine project effects on fish and wildlife resources of the White River. The Grand
Prairie Irrigation Project will affect the hydrology of the White River and its tributaries. The
change in hydrology, depending upon the time and extent of these changes may adversely
impact the ecological integrity of wetland habitats, more particularly those larger tracts of
lands held in public trust. These include Federal and State Wildlife Management Areas and
National Wildlife Refuges. The wetlands associated with the Cache and Lower White Rivers
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in Arkansas have received special designation in the United States as “Wetlands of
International Importance” by the Ramsar Convention. At this time, there are no habitat
models available that can adequately predict irrigation project impacts. Studies are needed
since little is known about the ecology of the White River, and it is difficult for this
Environmental Impact Statement to properly address impacts on ecological functions without
basic biological information.

Response 11. A long-term monitoring program will be developed for the project. Your
office will be consuited on the design of this monitoring program.

South Arkansas Landowners Association
Suite 1900

111Center Street

Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Comment 1. Fisheries Habitat. The White River, Bayou Meto, Mill Bayou, Bayou LaGrue
and other streams and lakes in the Grand Prairie Area have generally been classified by the
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service as good fisheries. Many Landowners, visitors and residents
in the region use these areas extensively for fishing. Any channel enlargement, alteration,
dredging or clearing of natural water ways to accommodate transmission or storage of water
would, in our view, negatively impact the stream morphology, region-wide. In addition, we
believe removal of any type of vegetation along streams and waterways, whether through
deliberate project efforts, or by scouring resulting from unnaturally increased stream flows,
will also have a negative effect. How would any irrigation project impact on these concerns?

Respense 1. Some limited clearing would have to be performed along the top bank of one
side of some existing channels in order to construct weirs. These disturbed areas would be
allowed to regenerate naturally following construction, and the losses to wildlife habitat
would be mitigated. Also, additional field investigations will be made by an inter-agency
team to determine if any of the proposed weirs need to be relocated or redesigned in order
to avoid or minimize adverse impacts to riparian plant communities. These weirs will be
beneficial to fish and wildlife habitat as most of the streams are currently dry for long periods
during the year.

Comment 2. Increased Pesticide/Herbicide Contamination. Any type of tail water recovery
system would clearly increase the inflow of pesticides and herbicides to the water ways,
streamns and/or lakes in the region, as well as absorption of these chemicals into vegetation
and soils in the area. Has there been any study of the effects of increased toxins upon the
fish and other aquatic life found in the affected water ways? In our members’ local area,
even without the presence of a super-regional district and concentrated activity as is
contemplated by this project, there has been a noticeable increase in the past few years in the
number of game and other fish caught which exhibit excessive lesions and infected areas
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along their skin surfaces. Without scientific study, the origin of this trend cannot be known
for sure, although we believe it is the result of increased contaminants in the water from
agricultural run off as more land has been cleared in the region for agricultural purposes. To
what degree would any project contribute to this concern?

Response 2.  Tailwater recovery systems would decrease the runoff from agricultural areas
into are self-contained systems that do not allow the inflow of contaminates into existing
waterways, streams, and/or lakes.

Comment 3. During the summertime, minimum stream flows and/or satisfactory
stream/lake levels would have to be maintained, to accommodate navigation and keep from
destroying aquatic life and wetlands vegetation. To what degree would a project impact on
these fishery needs? What will be the impact of spoilage as a byproduct of increased
dredging to maintain a navigation channel in the White River as project pumping reaches
peaks levels during the normally dry growing season?

Response 3. Pumping would cease once river stages fall below the minimum flow
requirements identified in the Arkansas State Water Plan. Changes in water levels during
pumping would be less than a foot and would not effect habitat requirements of fishes during
low flow season. Regarding the effects on navigation, the economic effects to navigation
caused by diverting water during the summertime have been estimated and are presented in
the Economic Appendix. They are based on the assumption that no additional dredging
would be undertaken to offset any of the potential effects of the project. Similarly, it was
assumed that no changes to the reservoir operating plan on the upstream reservoirs would be
made to offset any impacts.

Comment 4. Wetlands Preservation. Much of the habitat along the natural waterways in
the region, including Bayou Meto, Mill Bayou and Bayou LaGrue, consists of green
timbered wetlands. What is the potential for the project’s putting additional stress on or in
effect destroying the vegetation and habitat in these areas? Planting prairie grass vegetation
along transmission canals rights of way, while a noble effort, doesn’t constitute a rational
alternative to minimization or mitigation of environmental damage. Because of these
concerns alone, natural waterways should simply be left out of the project plan for moving
or storing water.

Response 4. The elevational differences between the tops of some of the proposed weirs
and the respective channel top banks is as little as one foot. Water pooled behind these
higher weirs could possibly saturate the soil adjacent to the channel and impact riparian plant
communities. These impacts would be restricted to areas immediately adjacent to the
channel. An inter-agency team will conduct field investigations to determine if any weirs
need to be redesigned or relocated in order to avoid or minimize impacts to riparian
woodlands. The prairie grass restoration plan is a separate environmental feature, and it is
not intended to offset or mitigate any adverse environmental impacts. Four hundred thirty-
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six acres of cleared land will be obtained and reforested to mitigate construction impacts to
woodlands.

Comment 5. Increased Salinity. Is there any possibility that water might be pumped or
released from the White River on occasion into natural water ways targeted to be
transmission canals, when the salt content could be high enough to damage the aquatic
regime? Since to some degree these water ways are being viewed by the Corps and the local
Sponsor as what could be viewed as “holding ponds” for irrigation water, under the studies,
water with somewhat high salt content could be placed in the reservoir areas and after
sufficient detention time it could then be pumped out to the crop lands. This salt content
might not damage man-made canals or ditches, or even the crop lands in the short term, but
it could severely degrade the water system in any natural water ways holding or carrying this
water. One control could be that the Sponsor District would be charged with responsibility
to measure and control salinity entering the system, and is prohibited from introducing
releases from the White River into any natural water ways affected by or carrying water in
or out of the project area if, in fact, the water has a sufficiently high salt content that it should
not even enter the system because of the prospect of long tem damage to these water ways.
Again, if the natural water ways are just removed from the project plans, contamination
resulting from increased salinity would be effectively eliminated.

Response 5. The White River generally has good water quality and less salinity than
ground water. Salinity should pose no significant problems to natural aquatic habitat. Water
quality monitoring will be an integral part of this system. Monitoring will keep us apprised
of any problem that might occur.

Comment 6. Authority for Making Critical Decisions. Under State law the super-regional
irrigation district which is the project Sponsor has negligible requirements for qualifications
of the individuals who are endowed with district governance. It is governed by five elected
district commissioners, none of whom is required to represent any interest of the general
public, or have any background in or take into account the natural sciences, environmental
conservation or other related disciplines fostering awareness of the delicacy of the ecosystem
which is to be affected by this project, nor to consider the environmental impact of their
actions once a project is in place. Thus, even though the Corps is charged, among other
scientifically based responsibilities, with preparing an environmental impact statement on
the project, the district commissioners may have unfettered management authority with
respect to environmental considerations once this project begins operations, unless
significant limitations are placed on their discretion in these matters. Accordingly, if these
district commissioners prove to be unresponsive to these concems during the operational life
of the project, for all intents and purposes fish and wildlife values along natural water
courses affected by the project could take a back seat to the management, movement and
withdrawal of the water from these areas, and the remedy of affected landowners to replace
the commissioners by voting at the next election will be a hollow one once the damage is
done. The Sponsor will have no substantial assets to make remuneration for damaged parties
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or properties, other than possessing the power to assess “benefits” - taxes by any other name-
against the very land which has been damaged. Accordingly, it is not only appropriate and
prudent, but essential, in light of the potential damage which could be inflicted on the natural
water ways and water courses included in the project scope, to impose significant and
scientifically-grounded environmental parameters as overriding paradigms in the operation
of this project. Finally, in this regard, what weight would be given to the interests of riparian
landowners, including those who are not farmers, whose lands would be affected by project
operations?

Response 6. The operation and maintenance of the project will be governed by an operation

manual prepared by the Corps. The operational limits specified in this manual will be the
operational limits analyzed in the EIS.

Comment 7. Impact of Discharge on Downstream Natural Waterways. Has the Corps
specifically considered the potential negative effects of increased agricultural run-off,
including herbicide and pesticide concentrations, and the impact of increased scouring and
siltation in natural water ways and lakes in the downstream runoff area, whether inside or
outside the Sponsor’s district boundaries? We note that your educational brochure refers to
these watercourses as “existing channels,” surely a euphemism chosen to reinforce the belief
that this “channel” may be easily manipulated and controlled for human endeavor. Our
organization believes that this land, which supports significant game and non-game wildlife
and migratory waterfowl, will be adversely impacted with long-term and irreversible
consequences for the natural wildlife in the affected areas. Claims of mitigation in other
areas, whether by induced flooding of upland crop land during winter months is of more
theoretical than real benefit when the practical difficulties of maintaining this part of the
project’s plan are considered, as pointed out below.

Response 7.  Impacts to existing channels were analyzed from a hydraulic, hydrologic, and
water quality view point to insure that the existing streams functioned as usual for bankfull
events but held water during low water conditions. Since the irrigation flows have very good
water quality, the project will not have any adverse impact to the existing channel’s water
quality. A planto monitor water quality will de developed.

Comment 8. It is noted in the section titled “Project Description” on page 2 of the brochure
available at the September 15, 1998 workshop meeting, that “{a}n important component of
the selected plan is the winter flooding of 38,529 acres of harvested rice fields (on an average
annual basis) for waterfowl; the flooding of crop land for waterfowl foraging habitat has
been identified as critical in meeting habitat requirements of waterfowl in Arkansas as well
as the entire Lower Mississippi Valley.” However, we have been unable to determine
exactly where funds would come from to pay for the winter flooding, since farmers in the
project area will have to drain their lands in the fall to effect the harvest. Does the Corps’
and the Sponsor’s plan require these farmers to store that unspent irrigation water on their
property, or on the property of others? What measures have been undertaken to ensure that
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the landowners will not have to, in effect, pay for flooding their fields twice? Are the Corps’
calculation of 38,529 acres (on an average annual basis) based on the number of landowners
who presently have their own reservoirs for storing spent irrigation water during harvest time
and are willing to pay the costs associated with reflooding their fields? We suspect that
many farmers in the proposed project area do not have existing on-farm water storage areas
nor the financial means to remove land from production to convert into on-farm reservoirs,
and will otherwise be unable or unwilling to pay, at the projected water sale rates, for a
second, winter flooding which is stated to be critical in meeting habitat requirements of
waterfowl, Has the Corps developed a “worst-case™ scenario if there is minimal winter
flooding, say at historical levels, in the claimed 38,529 acre for economically- or weather-
based reasons? And in light of this consideration does the cost-benefit ratio of the project
need to be adjusted in the Corps’ annual economic analysis, and thus do the overall numbers
need to be reviewed, to take this likelihood into account?

Response 8. The benefit-to-cost ratio does not need to be revised. The 38,529 acres is the
amount of winter waterfowl acreage that could be flooded, on an average annual basis,
utilizing all sources of irrigation water, not just the water provided by the project. In fact,
17,400 acres of this figure would be flooded from existing sources. The remaining 21,129
would be flooded from project provided sources. A project benefit is claimed only on the
21,129 acre figure. Further, it is important to note that the project is economically justified
absent the waterfowl benefits. The local sponsor will be contractually bound by the PCA to
insure the winter waterfowl flooding and the additional storage.

Comment 9. True Beneficiaries. While we note that the Corps has projected a 1.2 to 1
Benefit-to-Cost Ratio, we feel that the estimated cost of $270,512,000 for construction of
this project is an outdated and far too conservative estimate, based on environmental and
other considerations we do not believe have been adequately taken into account. The number
of landowners benefitting from this costly and environmentally suspect project is realistically
measured in hundreds and not the thousands. However, the number of Arkansas and U.S.
taxpayers potentially paying for the States’ share of this “demonstration” project is measured
in the hundreds of thousands and hundreds of millions, clearly a majority of taxpayers
supporting a minority of beneficiaries. We feel that if this expenditure were put on a ballot,
it would not receive enough public support to bring it to fruition because of its questionable
economics and most certainly negative environmental impacts on natural waterways and
wildlife inside and outside the grand Prairie area.

Response 9.  The benefits were based on an analyses of National Economic Development
Benefits, or benefits to the nation as a whole for the continued productivity of the Grand
Prairie Region. The local economic benefits will be much higher. The costs were developed
by the project team including a cost engineer and included cost contingencies. The cost
estimates were reviewed by an independent technical review team. The detailed cost
estimates are included in Volume VII for your review. The cost data is in October 1996 price
levels. The costs and benefits are converted to an annual costs for an accurate comparison
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of costs and benefits. The environmental impacts have been examined using the best
available scientific techniques and experts in various fields. The impacts are minor and the
benefits substantial.

The Nature Conservancy
601 North University Avenue
Little Rock, Arkansas 72205

Comment 1. The Nature Conservancy has reviewed the above-reference GPADP and the
related documents. We are greatly concerned that withdrawals of White River surface waters
for irrigation will impact the hydrology of the Big Woods rivers and wetiands, and disrupt
the complex interconnected functioning of this ecosystem. We are further concerned that
this disruption will damage the natural values of this unique system.

Response 1. A multi-agency team led by the Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission and
the Natural Resources Conservation Service evaluated the effects of proposed water
withdrawals on White River floodplain wetlands. This study was conducted within the
White River National Wildlife Refuge west of Clarendon, Arkansas, just south of Hwy. 79.
Findings of this analysis are summarized in the DEIS. The study found the impacts to be
minimal.

Comment 2. Of still greater concern is the cumulative impact of this and other water
development and navigation projects at various stages of planning and implementation. In
addition to the GPADP, three other irrigation projects are under study as parts of EARCS
will also withdraw surface water from the White River on its major tributaries the Black and
Little Red rivers. In addition a Congressionally authorized navigation improvement project
on the White River is under study. These planned projects will affect stage levels on the
White River in a cumulative manner. The environmental effects of GPADP and the other
projects on the Big Woods cannot be evaluated without a comprehensive study of all four
irrigation projects and the navigation project. The Nature Conservancy strongly urges the
Corps of Engineers to conduct comprehensive studies of this ecosystem and prepare an
environmental impact statement that addresses the cumulative impacts of the irrigation and
navigation projects together. Analysis of cumulative impacts is required under the National
Environmental Policy and regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality.

Anticipated cumulative effects include:
1. The drying of all types of wetlands in the system, with changes in vegetation types,
affecting extensive acreage of private, state and Federally-owned bottomlands and wet

woods, including some 300,000 acres of publicly-owned wetlands of international
significance as recognized under the Ramsar Convention.
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2. Decline of a diverse community of aquatic species, especially mussels, which may
be affected by reduced water levels that cannot be evaluated without study of cumulative
impacts.

3. Shifts in vegetation types away form those that support declining Neotropical
migratory birds and reduced habitat quality for these conservation priority bird species that
require forests for breeding.

Response 2. A section has been added to the FEIS that addresses cumulative impacts of
other potential irrigation projects (i.e., Little Red River, Black River) on the White River
basin. The Bayou Meto Basin Project would not utilize the White River as a water source.
Any future study would analyze impact considering existing or authorized projects in place.
However, at this time, the only planned, funded, or authorized project utilizing the White
River or its tributaries excess water is the Grand Prairie Project. Also, the White River
Navigation to Newport, Arkansas, General Reevaluation is quantitatively evaluating
cumulative impacts associated with it and the GPADP.

DEIS

Comment 3. The survey for mussels is inadequate for the small streams and bayous to be
used by the project, and mussel beds are present.

Response 3. A reconnaissance mussel survey of LaGrue Bayou was conducted by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in order to determine whether more intensive surveys
needed to be conducted within the tributary streams. LaGrue Bayou was chosen because it
represents the larger tributaries and because the biologists thought that it was the stream
most likely to contain at least a moderate mussel population. The survey indicated that
mussels were relatively scarce in LaGrue Bayou, and the USFWS concluded that agricultural
runoff, irrigation withdrawals, and channe} modification were the primary factors limiting
the mussel population. Additional surveys will be performed if evidence that there are
moderate to high populations of mussels in any of the tributary streams 1s found.

Comment 4. The ecological effects of converting ‘natural’ drainages to conduits and
reservoirs are not adequately considered.

Response 4. The existing streams are already being used for irrigation. Irrigation dams
and weirs are common throughout the larger to moderate size streams. Water is pooled
behind these structures and withdrawn for irrigation. Many of the streams are severely
depleted of water during the growing season, especially during periods of little rainfall. The
GPADP would insure that minimum pool elevations are maintained year-round within these
streams. A fishery study conducted by the U.S. Army Waterways Experiment Station
projects substantial benefits to tributary stream fisheries. Some of the higher weirs could
induce soil saturation immediately adjacent to the channels, impacting riparian plant
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communities. An inter-agency team will conduct field investigations to determine if any of
the proposed weirs need to be redesigned or relocated in order to avoid or minimize impacts
to riparian woodlands. This team will be comprised of representatives from the Memphis
District COE, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Natural Resources Conservation Service,
Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission, and
Arkansas Department of Pollution Control and Ecology.

Comment 5. The potential effects of biocides, heavy metals and nutrients picked up by
irrigation water in the system, and moving into the White River National Wildlife Refuge
are not considered.

Response 5. Water quality studies were preformed and did not indicate problems with
contaminates moving in the irrigation system. The GPADP should not adversely impact
existing water quality or the refuge. The on-farm tailwater recovery systems are self-
contained systems and should limit agricultural runoff into natural streams. A monitoring
program will be developed in conjunction with resource agencies to indicate if problems
develop.

Comment 6. Infestation by the zebra mussel is likely to make the project uneconomical to
operate.

Response 6. The potential effects of the zebra mussel have been considered in development
of the project costs including operation and maintenance costs. Detailed designs to offset
potential problems will be developed during plans and specifications.

Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission
1500 Tower Building

323 Center Street

Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

CANAL AND PIPELINE CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

Comment 1. Both (2) crossings of the ANHC Railroad Prairie Natural Area (please refer
to the attached copy of Wetland map 1-B, Volume 8 of the GRR) may result in conversion
of use on lands bought with Land and Water Conservation funds and thus may require
replacement. The Corps of Engineers (CORPS OF ENGINEERS) should negotiate these

issues with the National Parks Service and its representative, Arkansas State Parks. ANHC
will participate as appropriate.

Response 1. Concur. We appreciate the offer of assistance from the ANHC.
Comment 2. At the crossing site of the Railroad Prairie Natural Area east of Hazen
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(Wetland Map 1-B), a pipeline is shown leaving the canal and paralleling the south side of
the Natural Area before crossing it toward the north. Impacts of this line would be
significant, but could be avoided by having the line parallel the north side of the Natural
Area.

Response 2. Concur. The pipeline will be relocated to avoid the prairte.

Comment 3. Downs Prairie Registry Area (please refer to the attached copy of Wetland
Map 1-C, Volume 8 of the GRR), although not identified by name, is crossed by a line. This
appears to be a situation where the intent was to direct the line around the prairie, but layers
in the CADD were not registered properly. This error should be corrected.

Response 3. Concur. The alignment error has been corrected; the Downs Prairie will be
avoided.

Comment 4. Fairmont Prairie is crossed by a canal (please refer to the attached copy of
Wetland Map 3-B, Volume 8 of the GRR). We have previously requested that the canal be
shifted to the other side of the county road here to avoid the prairie. If that shift is
impossible, the loss of prairie should be mitigated.

Response 4. Concur.

Comment 5. At any place where prairies are crossed by the project, prairie sods should be
removed to be used in restoration of the affected area or some other appropriate area.

Response 5. Concur.

Comment 6. Pipeline 1500.06 (please refer to the attached copy of Project Map 1-C,
Volume 8 of the GRR) appears to cross a steep ravine. If so is this avoidable?

Response 6. This pipeline alignment will be examined and relocated if possible to
minimize effects.

IMPACTS OF WATER WITHDRAWALS ON WHITE RIVER BOTTOMLAND FOREST
AND WETLANDS, INCLUDING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Comment 7. This agency participated in a study to examine impacts of water withdrawals
on bottomland forest and wetlands (outside of the channel of White River). This study
indicated that possible significant reductions in flood flows would be caused by the project,
but that these changes would be offset by artificially high flows from upstream releases from
dams. Therefore, adverse impact would probably not be unacceptable. However, it is likely
that any other major withdrawal of water from the White River would, in combination with
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those from this project, have major adverse impacts on hydrology and vegetation in the
White River bottomlands. Therefore assessment of cumulative impact is warranted.

Response 7.  Analyses of cumulative impacts have been incorporated into the FEIS. If any
pre-authorization studies for these projects are conducted in the future, it would be assumed
that the GPADP is in operation. The impacts of the GPADP are being considered in the
White River Navigation to Newport, Arkansas, General Reevaluation.

IMPACTS ON STREAMS OF THE GRAND PRAIRIE

Comment 8. It is impossible for us to tell whether flow rates in natural watercourses will
be appropriate to maintaining natural systems along these streams. Has an analysis of this
been done?

Response 8. In streams that are currently used for irrigation water supply, the steams are
essentially drained for irrigation during the irrigation season. With the project, weirs will
be placed in the natural channels to maintain a minimum water level. This minimum water
level would provide a pool of water during the irrigation season. Minimum pools must be
maintained for the system to operate efficiently. In Volume 3, stream profiles are provided
in Plate I1I-C-18 and Plate I1I-C-19 for with and without project conditions. Stage-frequency
curves are provided in Plate III-C-20. Volume 3, Section 3-C-05 Existing Streams, discusses
the designs used.

Comment 9. The large number of weirs (120) constructed in natural waterways as a part
of this project will have major adverse impacts. The direct impacts caused by clearing and
filling in wetlands will be mitigated. However, it is impossible, from the data provided, to
determine the effects of impoundment behind these weirs on riparian vegetation. We suggest
that 2 multi-agency group be assembled to determine which weirs are likely to have adverse
impacts, and determine whether the impacts can be reduced through relocating the weirs or
through other means.

Response 9. Concur. A multi-agency team will conduct investigations of proposed weir
sites. If necessary, weirs can be relocated or redesigned in order to avoid or minimize impact
to riparian vegetation.

PRAIRIE RESTORATION ON CANAL RIGHTS-OF-WAY

Comment 10. We believe that the Coordination Report is in error when it states that “The
Corps has proposed to obtain the remaining relict prairies through fee title purchase or
conservation easement.” (P, 39). Although this is a laudable goal and has been the goal of
ANHC for many years (we have purchased fee or easements on 4 tracts), such a statement
must be tempered by the qualifications that such purchases must only be from willing sellers
and at a price related to fair market value. Any threat of condemnation will only result in
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alienation of the families that have protected the remaining tracts at personal financial
sacrifice, and willingness to pay an inflated price for areas of high conservation value will
ultimately prove self-defeating.

Response 10. Concur. The only potential acquisition of existing prairie would be to
mitigate adverse project impacts to prairie.

IMPACTS TO GRAND PRAIRIE WETLANDS FROM ON-FARM CONSTRUCTION

Comment 11. ANHC has noted increasing numbers of permit applications for building on-
farm water facilities in naturally vegetated wetlands in the Grand Prairie region, land to some
extent throughout eastern Arkansas. Construction of this project may increase this, and the
planning process and impact assessment should account for this trend and try to minimize
it through encouragement of water collection and storage facilities in prior converted
wetlands, cropped uplands, or farmed wetlands. Landowners should be notified from the
outset that they are responsible to comply with all requirements of Section 404 of PL 92-500.
Consideration should be given to creation of one or more mitigation bank sites in the Grand
Prairie area to ensure that off-site mitigation is done most effectively. It may be appropriate
in some cases to mitigate some farmed wetland loss with prairie wetland restoration rather
than bottomland forest wetland restoration.

Response 11. Concur. Individuals would still be required to obtain permits for on-farm
features and would be required to comply with the requirements of PL 92-500. Measures
will be investigated to ensure mitigation is done most effectively. The NRCS currently
estimates that approximately 200 acres of farmed wetlands would be lost to construction of
on-farm features (i.e., reservoirs, tailwater recovery systems). Approximately 200 acres of
farmed wetland or prior converted farmland will be acquired and planted in bottomland
hardwoods to mitigate these impacts. It is important to note that these are only estimates of
the on-farm impacts and subsequent compensatory mitigation. The actual impacts and
required mitigation will be determined as each on-farm plan is completed. Mitigation will
acquired in manageable tracts for the on-farm wetland losses by the project sponsor. The
mitigation will be acquired at the same rate as the on-farm features are constructed.

FEDERALLY LISTED SPECIES

Comment 12. Since we initially provided information to you on species of concem, an eagle
nest has been recorded within the project area east of Stuttgart (please refer to attached data
print-out for details on this occurrence). No canals or pipelines appear to be located near this

nest.

Response 12. Correct. No canals, pipelines, or other structures are proposed at this site.

63



XVL

GENERAL CONCERNS

Comment 13. It appears to us that too many of the key mitigating features of the project
have been left as voluntary actions by the landowners. Unless the project actually resuits in
recharge of the alluvial aquifer, it must be considered a failure. Such a measure of success
should be included in the project, and failure to meet that objective should result in financial
penalties being imposed on the project sponsors. Such a measure could also be developed
for individual tracts: unless use of groundwater is reduced, additional financial charges
should be levied.

Response 13. The mitigation features include mitigation lands to offset direct project losses.
The waterfowl] features, prairie restoration, measures incorporated to increase the habitat
value of reservoirs, and the preservation of the alluvial aquifer are conservation measures
not mitigation features. Other project features have incidental environmental benefits
including fisheries in natural streams and reservoirs. Waterfowl flooding will be
incorporated into the operation and maintenance manual referenced in the Project
Cooperation Agreement binding the sponsor contractually to insure the average annual
waterfowl benefits are realized. The sponsor will also be bound through the PCA to insure
that the additional storage and conservation measures are implemented. The state of
Arkansas has declared both the alluvial and Sparta aquifers in the area to be critical. The
state also has jurisdictional authority for regulating ground water withdrawals. Without the
project, the aquifer will be depleted. The project will provide an alternative source of water
to protect and preserve the aquifer.

Arkansas State Highway Commission
P.O. Box 2261
Little Rock, Arkansas 72203-2261

Comment 1. The water intake facility near the new White River Bridge at DeValls Bluff
will need an access road. This access is shown in the curve of the newly realigned U.S.
Highway 70. Construction of the access road will require right-of-way easements and
construction upon these easements. The intake canal and pump facility could present
navigational problems at the new bridge during and after construction. Questions that arise
in this location are: Will the Corps of Engineers remove the existing railroad truss bridge?
Will the construction of the intake have any impacts upon the new highway bridge such as
deposition, scouring or navigation?

Response 1. The intake channel was designed to have no adverse impacts associated with
deposition, scour, or navigation in the White River channel. The Corps has no plans to
remove the railroad truss bridge as part of the project.

Comment 2. Volume 9, Appendix C, Environmental, page 1I-3, 1, states “Environmental
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review of canal/pipeline alignment identified several opportunities to relocate these items
into road rights-of-way or open land to minimize habitat losses.” If the Corps plans to
implement such a plan, coordination and permitting from AHTD and Federal Highway
Administration will be needed. AHTD plans to widen selected Federal and State Highways
within the project area. It is suggested that the Corps of Engineers initiate early coordination
with AHTD to identify, modify, design and construct water conveyance structures to meet
AHTD and Corps specifications. Detailed coordination between our two agencies 1s
desirable to ensure a smooth transition with decreased costs to the taxpayers.

Response 2. The Corps will initiate early coordination to ensure the optimum location of
facilities and decrease costs to the taxpayers.

Terry W. Tucker
2957 West Country Club Road
Searcy, AR 72143

Comment 1. The EIS mentions that 38,525 acres of rice and agricultural fields will be
flooded to enhance winter water for waterfowl. This is admirable and needs to be
implemented in the project. My question is: Who will get to hunt these waterfowl, the
general public or just those individuals privileged enough to own the land? 270,000,000
doliars is a lot for a few hundred hunters to enjoy and enhance their hunting. If there is such
a large amount of acreage to be enhanced with winter water, could not some of the land be
used for waterfowl rest areas. Even moist soil management areas could be used by migratory
shorebirds. This would keep waterfowl in the area and decrease the likelihood that
waterfowl would be burned out of the area. But nowhere in your documents do you mention
specific rest areas for waterfowl. This would be a small price to pay for such an ambitious

project.

Response 1. At present, the GPADP provides for the winter flooding of harvested rice
fields on private lands. Any public use or designated rest areas would be at the discretion
of the local sponsor and private landowners. A separate environmental study has been
initiated to examine the possibility of adding additional environmental features to the project.

Comment 2. Your documents note that the project will enhance project sloughs and
bayous. Ido agree that these streams would be improved with water catching weirs. Iagree
that the aquatics, benthics and fisheries of these sloughs would be vastly improved. But
again my question is: Will the public be allowed to fish these waterways? Who will have
access to these fisheries and what other activities will be allowed on these waters?

Response 2. Public access to these streams would not change from present conditions.
Public access to project areas will be examined in the additional study of environmental
features. The sponsor is considering providing public access where safe on irrigation district
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Comment 3. In Volume 9, Section 1, part [I-08, Table I, Screening of Mitigation
Alternatives, the CORPS OF ENGINEERS says” Development of Public lands within the
study area is deleted”, because “Within the Wattensaw WMA, even extremely intensive
management would not produce the needed management credits. There is hardly any cleared
bottomland that would be suitable for bottomland hardwood restoration. Each refuge
contains only a limited amount of prior-converted and/or farmed wetland that would be
suitable for bottomland hardwood restoration. Also, since most of the refuge lands are
typical bottomlands, sites would not be available for upland hardwood restoration.” My
question to this statement is where are you looking? There are several areas. Several farmed
wetland areas around Wattensaw would make an excellent candidate. You do mention that
bottornland hardwoods would be planned, where? This is not a big question. Most wetland
projects are required to have these lands available before such a project can be implemented.
Again, [ ask where is this mitigation land going to be located?

Response 3. There are numerous sites within the project study area that would be well
suited for bottomland and upland hardwood reforestation. However, most of these site are
privately owned. Most cleared lands in public domain have either been reforested or targeted
for reforestation, moist soil units, etc. Therefore, acquisition and reforestation of privately
owned cleared lands is the logical option: An inter-agency team will select mitigation sites.
Lands adjacent to or in close proximity to existing large tracts of woodlands will be targeted
for acquisition. Potential mitigation sites adjacent to Wattensaw WMA, White River
National Wildlife Refuge (NWR), and the Cache River NWR will be given the highest

priority.

Comment 4. A comprehensive environmental analysis to assess changes in the water
quality, turbidity and chemical load from herbicides, pesticides and other agricultural
chemicals are suggested before the project is initiated. The section on hazardous materials
in the region and its impacts upon this study were weak. Your report did not mention several
water chemistry parameters but only looked at the present situation. The study did not
predict the impact of taking good quality White River water and the impact the heavily
agricultural usage area will have upon this water, before it is returned to the White River.
There are several studies about agricultural runoffs and toxic level buildups of heavy metals
(lead, copper, chromium, selenium, silver, aluminum) and increased levels of residual
agricultural chemicals. Does the CORPS OF ENGINEERS plan to address these
environmental issues before the project is started?

Response 4. Water quality issues in the report dealt with pumped irrigation water to the
point where farmers pulled water from the delivery system to their farms. Our delivery
system will not adversely affect existing water quality. In fact, water quality should be
improved because there will be a reduction in groundwater use which, in turn, will decrease
the salinity of water being used to irrigate. Also, tailwater recovery systems will allow
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contaminants in irrigation water to settle out before being introduced back into the natural
system. Analyses indicate that the level of contaminants entering the White River after the
delivery system should be less than what is entering the system today. In addition, a
monitoring plan will be developed in cooperation with resource agencies to insure
identification of any effects.

Comment 5. Pumping water from the White River will introduce zebra mussels into local
streams, lakes and tributaries of the White River. The zebra mussel will definitely have an
impact upon the pumps, weirs and water control structures of this project. So get ready.

Response 5. Possible effects of the zebra mussel will be considered in developing project
features and costs. The detailed design of project features will consider the possibility of
zebra mussels.

Comment 6. The biggest concern I have for the project is the cumulative impact. This
demonstration project is just that. It will demonstrate that water removed from the river can
and will be used for irrigation. But the EIS does not take into account the cumulative
impacts for all five irrigation projects that will be implemented if this project is a success.
It would be nice to know how much water in cubic feet per second will be removed from the
river for all the projects. With the building of the Montgomery Point Lock and Dam, the need
for a deeper navigation channel and dams on the upper reaches of the river, the designation
to RAMSAR as a river ecosystem of international importance is diminished. This project
warrants and needs a basin wide investigation of impacts caused by current and future Corps
of Engineers projects.

Response 6. A section has been added to the FEIS that addresses cumulative impacts of
other projects, including the other irrigation projects, on the White River basin. Any future
study would analyze impact considering existing or authorized projects in place. However,
at this time, the only planned, funded, or authorized project utilizing the White River or its
tributaries excess water is the Grand Prairie Project. Also, the White River Navigation to
Newport, Arkansas, General Reevaluation is quantitatively evaluating cumulative impacts
associated with it and the GPADP. A section has been added to the FEIS that assesses
cumulative impacts of the GPADP and the other potential projects. Any future pre-
authorization studies for these projects would assume that the GPADP is in operation.

Comment 7. At this time I can only support Altemative 3, Conservation With Storage. This
alternative maximizes the use of existing water sources to the extent practical. It promotes
increased efficiency and usage of irrigation water, construction of new reservoirs and is the
most cost effective method for irrigation. Alternative 3 yields a higher dollar return for each
dollar invested. I know this does not address the dwindling groundwater problems but it
would give enough time to access the impacts of all five irrigation projects, the Montgomery
Point Lock and Dam and the proposed navigation project upon the White River Basin. This
EIS is only looking at the narrow picture, the bigger picture is when you back up and look
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at all its impacts.

Response 7. Conservation with storage is the most cost effective feature of the overall
project. As such it is used to the fullest extend in conjunction with the other features of the
overall project. However, it does not solve the area’s severe water problems. Alternative
3, conservation with storage, can only irrigate an additional 9,100 acres for a total of 63,700
acres with 187,900 acres shifting to dryland practices. Alternative 3 will not provide
additional time to study other projects. The life of the aquifer will not be lengthened since
it provides such a small percentage of the area’s unmet irrigation demand. The unmet
demand far exceeds water provided by Alternative, 3 allowing the aquifer to be depleted by
2015. Also one of the total project’s purposes is to maximize its net economic contribution
to the nation. Building only the conservation features would leave large portions of the
project unbuilt and forego substantial economic development opportunities. Further, it
would not allow for any potential preservation of the area’s alluvial aquifer. The loss of use
of the aquifer would be a severe blow to the area’s regional economy as the value of
agricultural production decreases.

Arkansas Historic Preservation Program
1500 Tower Building, 323 Center
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Letter received did not contain any specific comments.
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STATEMENT



WHITE RIVER

May 7, 1999

Colonel Daniel W, Krueger

Corps of Engineers-Memphis Division
167 North Main

Federal Building

Memphis TN 38103

Dear Colonel Krueger, N

1 am writing to provide the irrigation district’s perspective on certain issues
raised in comments to the EIS. Some of the respanses indicated a thorough review
of the report and the EIS. We believe that this project provides a great opportunity IRRIGATION
for us to maintain our irrigated agriculture, underground aquifers, existing economic
level, and at the same time, provide for environmental enhancement and benefits for DISTRICT
our extremely important waterfowl resources. We want to work with state and federal agencies and
envircnmental groups to insure that the potential benefits of the project arc fully realized. After reviewing
the comments and working with the Crops on responses, we feel that it is important to express our views as
the project sponsor, and the entity that will have the responsibility for operating and maintaining the
project. The majority of the comments centered on a few major topics and we have listed the individual
topics below, along with our views.

Will the project save the aquifer? Protection of the aquifer is one of the central reasons for the
project. Prior to project reauthorization, we worked with our congressional delegation to have that purpose,
along with waterfowl conservation, specifically added to the project. I would again like to emphasize that
we, not the Corps or the state or any environmental groups, requested aquifer protection be added as a

project purpose.

The Arkansas Soil and Water Conservation Commission has declared both the Sparta and Alluvial
aquifers in our area as “Critical Groundwater Depletion Areas”. State law requires the ASWCC to institute
ground water regulation, in the designated areas, if actions are not taken to slow and reverse the aquifer
depletion. Under existing law, we do not believe that regulation could be implemented that could save the
aquifers. The Grand Prairie situation is so critical, that without the project, only drastic measures that would
immediately destroy the regions’ economy could possibly save the aquifer. The project provides the only
means to save the aquifer and maintain our irrigated agriculture. Some have questioned if we would usc the

imported water. If the water is available, it will be used. Long-term water contracts will be signed by the
landowner. .

The primary benefits to the aquifers will be the result of decreased withdrawals. With the
additional water in storage reservoirs, canals, and natural channels, vertical percolation in the prairie, which
currently provides 18.2% (22,560 acre-feet per year) of the recharge will, surely increase. Increased
recharge due to project features was not accounted for in the ground water modeling efforts. With the

decreases in demand from conservation features and the supply from an alternate source, the groundwater
depletion should be climinated.

The irrigation district is currently participating in studies to add additional features for
groundwater protection, wetlands protection, and waterfowl conservation. We will be cost sharing in these
studies upon completion of NEPA for the project and execution of the PCA and will pay our share of the
costs incurred prior to the PCA at that time. This appears to be much more than other groups arc doing at
this time to protect the aquifers.

There is no waterfowl plan? A draft joint venture plan was developed called “Grand Prairie Care”. We
attended several meetings over a period of months. The mission statement of “Grand Prairie Care” was,
“Enhancement of existing agricultural land management to benefit farming operations, soil and water
conservation, and water quality while creating and improving valuable habitat for waterfowl and other
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wildlife.” The goal was, “To annually flood 45,000 acres of harvested and rolled rice fields and manage an
additional 30,000 harvested and rolled acres to hold rain water in the Grand Prairie Irmigation District
between 1 November and 28 February to: (1) improve management of residual rice straw and red rice;

(2) reduce soil erosion and pesticide runoff, (3) improve water quality; and (4) provide dependabie shallow
wetland habitat for waterfowl and other migratory waterbirds.” I have enclosed a copy of this draft plan and
can provide the attendees who were present at the meeting for its development. The goals of the plan were
used in project planning. Withdrawal constraints result in water availability to flood 38,000 acres on an
average annual basis. The imrigation district wants to finalize the plan and sign joint venture agreements
under the North American Waterfowl Management Plan. We invite you and other agencies to participate
with us in this effort. However, with or without a joint venture agreement, the irrigation district is
committed to operate the project to provide for the rolling and flooding of rice acres called for in the
general reevaluation report.

Will the flooding for waterfowl occur? The irrigation district is committed to fulfilling its obligations for
the flooding of rolled and harvested rice fields. This is becoming a more popular agricultural practice for
management of stubble and red rice. The project will provide the additional water necessary for flooding
the acreage. The irrigation district will contractually bind itself with the federal government in the Project
Cooperation Agreement to provide this acreage on an average annual basis. We will participate in project
monitoring in a plan developed by the Corps and resource agencies and provide incentives as necessary to
ensure the waterfow] benefits. It will be done.

Will the additional storage and conservation features be constructed? Conscrvation and storage
features are being constructed across the prairie now with little or no cost share. These features are simply
cost effective. If project cost sharing is provided, the irrigation district’s only concern with their
implementation is the limits of funding. The irrigation district will again bind itself contractually with the
federal government in the PCA to insure the levels of efficiency are reached and the additional storage is

provided. The irrigation district realizes that the additional storage is needed for the delivery system to meet
the area's needs.

Mitigation for on-farm features. The project plan calls for reservoir construction on farmland. The
irrigation district requests that one or more suitable sites for mitigation of on-farm features be investigated
to provide mitigation in manageable units and large enough tracts to maximize benefits to wildlife and the
environment.

Public access. The irrigation district will provide public access on sites that the irrigation district owns in
fee title where the access can safely be made. The district will own the locations of the pumping station and
major structures. The majority of the canal system will remain in private ownership with the irrigation
district having only an easement to operate and maintain the canal. Due to safety, operations, and
maintenance concemns, boating will not be allowed in the canal system. Access will also be aliowed at any
in-line storage that the district owns. Modeling efforts have shown that a small reservoir will likelybe
necessary at the pumping station outlet to dampen the water level fluctuations. During preparation of the
plans for this item, we will work with the Corps and the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission to maximize
fish and wildiife benefits and public access at this site. Public access will likely be available on mitigation
sites. We are also working with the Corps and other agencies on a study of additional environmental
features. Though the Corps places a low priority on recreation, the irrigation district will place a priority on
compatible access in this effort.

Pumping cutoffs. The irrigation district will bind itself contractually with the Corps to operate according
to the pumping cutoff levels presented in the report and the EIS. The Corps and other agencies have
analyzed the impacts on the White River from these cutoff levels and we will operate within these
parameters.
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The White River Irrigation District, as project sponsor, is committed to implementation of the
project, including all of the project features, to achieve the most benefits for the people in the area. We
have worked hard with the Corps and included environmental agencies to develop a sound project. We
would like to continue to include environmental agencies during implementation of the project and
development of additional features. Without the project, the aquifer will be lost and rice will no longerbe a
major crop on the prairie. With the rice goes the ducks. This project provides the only implementable
solution to save the aquifer and the economy and produce environmental benefits for fisheries and
waterfowl.

We appreciate the good work which the Corps is doing on our project and the “partnering” spinit
which is present. We look forward to the installation of a project in which all of our natural resources and
people are winners.

Regards,
e
President
TH/js
cc: Edward Lambert v
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A Joint Venture Project of the
North American Waterfowl Management Plan

and

A Component of the Advanced Action Plan of the
Grand Prairie Irrigation Project

=ax The following is a draft outline of potential project purposes, principles, and components of a "Grand
Prairie Care" Joint Venture Project. These purposes, principles, and componeats have been developed
within the premise stated at preliminary meetings of the Interagency Conservation Group (ICG) that an
»advanced action plan” could be developed as a component of the Grand Prairie Irrigation Project (GPIP).
The following thoughts are presented for the purpose of stimulating discussion, and to provide a starting
point for further development of the Joint Venture Project; they do not yet reflect the thoughts of the ICG
as a whole. In addition, it needs to be recognized that the following comments are restricted to the issue
of winter water management, and do not attempt to address other potential conservation components of
the total Irrigation Project at this time, ***

L. MISSION: Enhancement of existing agricultural land management to benefit
farming operations, soil and water conservation, and water quality
while creating and improving valuable habitat for waterfowl and
other wildlife.

. GOAL: To annually flood 45,000 acres of harvested and rolled rice fields
and manage an additional 30,000 harvested and rolled acres to hold
rain water in the Grand Prairie Irrigation District between 1
November and 28 February to: (1) improve management of residual
rice straw and red rice; (2) reduce soil erosion and pesticide runoff;
(3) improve water quality; and (4) provide dependable shallow
wetland habitat for waterfow] and other migratory waterbirds.

M. PURPOSES OF YHE ADVANCED ACTION PLAN:

1. Demonstration of the commitment of farmers in the Grand Prairie Irrigation
District to the conservation of natural resources, including waterfowl, other
wildlife, and soil and water quality, through the development of 75,000
acres of winter water management.




Development and implementation of an operational, working partnership
among the broad range of interests in the district, including farmers, state
and federal agricultural and conservation agencies, and non-governmental
organizations.

Development of baseline data which could be utilized for the development
of cost-sharing ratios for water delivered to individual farmers by any future
Irrigation District Project.

V. PRINCIPLES UNDERLYING YHE “GRAND PRAIRIE CARE* JOINT

VENTURE PROJECT:

1. Attaining the goal of the project would be beneficial to both the economy
and conservation of natural resources of the District.

2. Individual participation in the project should be on a voluntary basis,
although attainment of the goal is a collective commitment of the Irrigation
District.

3. All farmers in the District should be afforded the opportunity to participate,
and project components should be attractive to a broad range of farmers
(e.g., large and small farms, corporate and family farms, conservation-
oriented and production-oriented farms).

4, Incentives should be developed in order to provide rewards and recognition
for individuals who contribute to the project goals.

5. Maximizing the use of private/state/federal partnerships in implementing the

project will strengthen and broaden the underlying support for the project.

V. PROJECT COMPONENTS:

For preliminary discussion purposes, 5 potential project components are outlined
beiow. They include:

1.

water control structures,

2. irrigation water cost reduction;

3.

short-term incentive payments; i e
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4. hunting lease technical assistance; and,
5. habitat restoration.

) Op 4

1. Water Control Structures:

This practice would provide water control
structures to farmers in exchange for a long-term (preferably at least 10-
years) agrecment to manage the acreage affected by the structure to provide
winter waterfow] habitat. There would be requirements and constraints
associated with the practice that reflect conventional waterfow] and stubble
management practices (rolling rice stubble, repairing and rebutting levees,
no discing or burning of stubble, etc.), and related to the overall goal of the
project to provide winter water from 1 November through 28 February.
(Potential alternatives to this basic flooding periods are discussed in the next
project component outline.)

This practice could be an extension of the existing cooperative
« Arkansas Partners Project” being delivered by Ducks Unlimited, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, and Natural
Resources Conservation Service, or it could be delivered by Irrigation
District personnel. Either course would require obtaining additional
funding/personnel for delivery of the practice. Other alternatives which
could be investigated include: (1) a redirection of existing Agricultural
Conservation Program funds by the District Consolidated Farm Services
Agency county boards which could accommodate at least some delivery
without having to generate new money; (2) development of a project
proposal by the District to obtain Sec. 319 (non-point source) funds for
practice delivery; (3) use of Water Development Funds associated with
water management and conservation efforts administered by the County
Conservation Districts.

b._Incentives: The primary incentive is that the farmer receives financial
assistance in the form of water control structures. These structures will
obviously also help address his water management needs during the
irrigation season.

¢, Potential Partpers:

o Landowners/Farmers
o Arkansas Game and Fish Commission



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ducks Unlimited
Consolidated Farm Services Agency

County Conservation Districts

Arkansas Soil and Water Conservation Commission

White River Regional Irrigation Water Distribution District
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Irrigation Water Cost Reduction:

ine: The basic assumptions underlying this practice are
that: (1) farmers will be required to pay the Irrigation District for water
used and delivered by the Irrigation Project’s system; (2) there could be
varying cost structures incorporated into any payment system. If the
Irrigation District accepts the commitment to meet the goal of this Joint
Venture Project as part of an Advanced Action Plan of the GPIP, it scems
reasonable that the District .could seek to recognize and reward farmers
who, on an individually voluntary basis, help the District attain its winter
water management goal. Inasmuch as the District will presumably be
developing some sort of cost structure to farmers receiving water in order
to offset District operations and maintenance costs, the District would be in
a position to charge farmers at different rates based on their individual
commitment to assisting the District as a whole meet its other Project
commitments (e.g., winter water management). Thus, costs of irrigation
water to farmers could be inversely proportional to the amount and duration
of winter-flooded lands. For example, a farmer flooding many acres all
winter could be required to pay less per unit of irrigation water than a
farmer who flooded fewer acres for a shorter period, and the greatest cost
of irrigation water would be assessed to farmers who did no winter water
management of any type.

To illustrate the principle, consider the following conceptual
framework which involves the use of "credits” in determining farmers’
irrigation water charging rates.

1. A full unit of credit (1) would be assigned to an acre managed to
hold winter water during the full baseline period of 1 November to

28 February.

2. 0.5 credits/acre would be assigned to land managed from 1

November to the end of duck season.

3. 0.75 credits/acre would be assigned to land managed from 1

P,



November to 15 February.
4. 1.5 credits/acre would be assigned to land managed from 1
November to 15 March.
A cost/unit irrigation water for a farm could then be developed on the basis
of that farmer’s total participation and contribution toward the District’s
winter water management goal, in relation to his irrigation water demands.

It is clear that this type of practicc would need to be carefully
structured to consider points such as: (1) the cost structure would have to
be such that the total income for delivery of irrigation water would be
sufficient to pay for total District operations and maintenance costs; (2)
while acres of managed land over and above the minimum goal would be
desirable, the District would probably have to have some sort of acreage
cap, descending scale of credits, or other mechanism(s) to limit farmer
participation to that desired and affordable by the District; (3) how much
of a "credit" would be necessary to serve as an incentive for farmer
participation; (4) would these “credits” go with a farm or field in the same
way as a crop "base" does now; (5) how would “pumped” versus
"managed” acres be factored into the equation; (6) what other water, soil,
and/or wildlife conservation practices might also be factored into such a
mechanism; and, there are clearly many more.

b. Incentives: The overriding incentive of this practice is that it makes the
cost for future irrigation water directly related to a farmer’s advance
participation (between implementation of the Joint Venture Project and
implementation of the Irrigation Project) in the winter water management
conservation practice. Some of the advantages to the farmer are:

1.  provides increasing incentives for longer duration and greater extent
of winter flooding;

2. is 100% voluntary, but provides a significant financial incentive for
choosing to participate;

3.  provides some, but a reduced level of recognition and reward to
farmers who may be providing less than optimal winter water
management now (e.g., draining water off fields immediately after
duck season);
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4. appeals to a broad range of farmers, from those who are driven
entirely by the financial aspects of agribusiness, to those who are
committed to water, soil, and wildlife conservation practices even at
some considerable expense to themselves; and,

5. provides an opportunity for the farmers, and the District as a whole,
to demonstrate through this Advanced Action Plan the extent and
level of their individual and collective commitment to conservation.

This practice could be a key component of an Advanced Action Plan,
and could also provide the District with baseline information for
development of a cost structure. If the District stated that, through
voluntary agreements between the District and the farmers, their level of
winter water management between now and the availability of irrigation
water from the Irrigation Project was going to be used to establish their
individual baseline cost structure, there would immediately be created an
incentive for "advanced action” by farmers.

However, a significant consideration with this practice would be to
insure that farmers did not feel that there was any misrepresentation if an
Irrigation Project fails to materialize for any reason. This concern is one
of the reasons for developing and offering the complementary practices
outlined in this proposal. We would need to make the *gamble® on the part
of the farmer clear, but try to make it worth his while with other practice
offerings, and a clear reward if the Irrigation Project is constructed and
becomes operational.

¢, Potential Partners:

o Farmers

o White River Regional Lrrigation Water Distribution District
o Natural Resources Conservation Service

o Consolidated Farm Services Agency

(The latter two agencies could assist with the potentially significant
compliance monitoring aspect that might be required for this
practice.)



Short-term Incentive Payments:

a. Component Outline: A practice could be developed in order to provide

a per-acre payment for winter water management in fields from at least 1
November through 28 February. This would be similar to the USFWS ad
AGFC “Cache/Lower White Rivers Private Lands Program® rice-field
management practice. At $3/acre paid for rolling stubble, repair of levees,
and holding rainwater during that time period, the popularity of this practice
exceeded the available funding. Funding within this Advanced Action Plan
could be pursued by the District through several mechanisms, such as a
Sec. 319 grant, through ACP (this practice has been recommended for
funding to the State ACP Committee by several county committees from
northeast Arkansas in recent years), or through Conservation Districts.

b. Incentives; The practice is voluntary, straight-forward, and already
familiar to the farmers in the District. Financial incentives are directly
proportional to their participation. However, a $3/acre incentive may not
be sufficient to persuade landowners to retain a flood on their enrolled
fields through 28 February. This may or may not be critical, depending on
the role that the District desired this practice to play in the comprehensive
Joint Venture Project package.

o Farmers

o White River Regional Irrigation Water Distribution District
o Consolidated Farm Services Agency

o Arkansas Soil and Water Conservation Commission

o County Conservation Districts

Hunting Lease Technical Assistance:

The leasing of waterfowl hunting rights on
managed agricultural fields can provide important additional income to
farmers/landowners. The Grand Prairie already leads the state in this long-
established practice. However, the amount of leasing that goes on in even
the Grand Prairie could probably be significantly increased. At the present
time, there seems to be a substantial "market” for this commodity in the
form of non-landowning duck hunters; particularly those located in the
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nearby large urban areas of Little Rock and Memphis. However, the
"supply" of the managed, leasable fieids seems to be insufficient at the
current time to meet the demand. A program which would facilitate the
connection of the supply and demand sides of this market should produce
a net result of more acres managed for waterfowl in the Grand Prairie, and
a greater net farm income to farmer/landowner participants.

The Tennessee Cooperative Extension Service currently operates such

a service, which includes publishing of a “hunting land registry®, in order

to facilitate connecting the supply and demand sides of the hunting lease
market in that state. They also provide technical assistance and advice to
landowners regarding other aspects (liability, etc.) of leasing. A number
of potential entities could help to provide this service as a part of the
Advance Action Plan.

b, Incentives: This practice carries a direct financial incentive in the form
of hunting lease income which can be a very significant supplement to
agricultural income. Inasmuch as most landowners are aware of this
potential, the type of general assistance outlined could be sufficient to
attract much additional participation.

o Farmers

o White River Regional Irrigation Water Distribution District
o Arkansas Cooperative Extension Service

o Stuttgart (and other?) Chambers of Commerce

Habitat Restoration:

ine: Through this practice, financial assistance would
be available to farmers interested in habitat restoration, i.e., taking marginal
land out of production and restoring natural vegetation. This would
probably be the least used and smallest component of the Advanced Action
Plan, but its inclusion in the overall Irrigation Project can be justified for
a number of reasons, including: (1) the restoration of forest, prairie, and
warm-season grasses on marginal agricultural lands could reduce the
demand for irrigation water on relatively unproductive lands or those on
which water cannot be managed efficienty; (2) water quality improvements
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would result; (3) restoration in certain locations, €.8., along watercourses,
could affect water temperature in ways that would be beneficial for fish,
and perhaps for cropping considerations; (4) sedimentation into
watercourses could be reduced be selective restoration, thereby reducing
future irrigation project maintenance costs; and, (5) restoration in some
areas could reduce evaporative losses from the irrigation system.

ives: Like the other practices, participation would be completely
voluntary to the landowner. However, for the relatively small acreages
which farmers might currently be interested in restoring, a significant cost-
share (up to 100% in cases) can already be provided. If the District would
be interested in targeting specific areas at a future time, e.g., along
watercourses, incentives sufficient to elicit the desired participation could
be developed.

¢. Potential Partners:

Farmers

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Arkansas Game and Fish Commission

The Nature Conservancy

White River Regional Irrigation Water Distribution District
Natural Resources Conservation Service

Consolidated Farm Services Agency

o000 C OO0

1.

2.
3.
4

What can the Corps of Engineers contribute as a partner o any aspect of
an Advanced Action Plan?

What other partners can be brought into the Plan?

What other potential components can be identified for discussion?

Can the existing partners work together to address issues of mutual concern
which would benefit the Joint Venture Project, e.g., a change in the
regulation of set-aside land management?

How can we work as many acres as possible into “long-term agreements®
to ease administrative burdens?

Etc., etc., etc.



May 6, 1999

WHITE RIVER

Colonel Daniel W. Krueger

Corps of Engineers-Memphis Division
167 North Main

Federal Office Building

Memphis TN 38103

Dear Colonel Krueger,

1 am writing to reaffirm our commitment to the waterfow! features as
presented in the Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project General Reevaluation
Report. Waterfowl and waterfow] hunting have played, and will continue to play,
a major role in the culture of the Grand Prairie. Our members are avid supporters
of waterfowl conservation and realize the importance of the Grand Prairie, IRRIG ATI
Bayou Meto and the entire Lower White River area to wintering waterfowl. DISTRPI]‘:‘ COTN

The members of the irrigation district have installed many measures without federal or
state assistance, or the assistance of any private organizations, t0 enhance their land for
waterfowl. Waterfowl needs are a factor most farmers consider in the operations of their farm.
The District wishes to pursue the joint venture formulated by the multi-agency task force to help
carry out our part of the North American Waterfowl Management Plan. We recognize that all the
agencies represented in the draft agreement can pool resources to provide more comprehensive
waterfow] enhancements than any group acting alone. I have enclosed a draft copy of the plan
from March of 1995, for your review. We ask your assistance and expertise to bring the groups
that participated in development of the waterfowl plan as part of the planning for the Grand
Prairie Project back together to finalize and execute joint venture agreements. Regardless of the
level of cooperation and commitment of other groups in a joint venture plan, the irrigation distnct
will fulfill its commitments to operate and maintain the project’s waterfowl features for the
protection and enhancement of waterfowl, including the average annual rolling and flooding of at
least 38,000 acres of rice fields.

Rice and ducks go hand in hand on the prairie. The high quality food sources provided in
the rolled and flooded rice fields on the prairie have helped offset the losses of bottormland
hardwoods outside the prairie. Without construction of the Grand Prairie Project, rice production
will sharply decline as the aquifer dries and waterfowl will suffer. With the project, we have the
opportunity to maintain rice production, restore historic native prairie grasses, restore fisheries in
aative streams and irrigation reservoirs, and roll and flood more rice fields for waterfowl.

The members of the irrigation district are very concerned for the Grand Prairie. Many of
us were raised on the prairie and grew up with an appreciation of the areas’ unique environmental
resources. We want to ensure that our children and their children can gain this same appreciation.
The irrigation district is committed to protecting and enhancing the environment and this project
presents an outstanding opportunity for us, with the help of our partners, to meet that

commitment.

Regards,

:—4 Ma__\
Tommy Hillman,
President

TH/js

Enclosure /
cc: Edward Lambert

807 North Main @ PO.Box 498 = Stuttgart, Arkansas 72160 = 501-673-8836 = fax 501-673-4090



STATE OF ARKANSAS

DEPARTMENT OF POLLUTION CONTROL AND ECOLOGY
8001 NATIONAL DRIVE, P.O. BOX 8913
LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72219-8913
PHONE: (501) 682-0744
FAX: (501) 682-0910

September 22, 1998

Colonel Daniel W. Krueger, District Engineer
Memphis District Corps of Engineers

167 North Mid America Mall

B-202 Clifford Davis Federal Building
Memphis, Tennessee 38103-1894

RE: Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study, Grand Prairie Area Demonstration
Project - Draft General Reevaluation Report and Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Colonel Krueger:

The Arkansas Department of Pollution Control and Ecology has completed its review of the above
referenced GRR and EIS for the purpose of agricultural water supply, conservation, and groundwater
protection in eastern Arkansas.

The Department has several concemns that need to be addressed before a decision relative to §401
water quality certification can be made. Specifically:

l. What is the minimum flow in cubic feet per second that will be used for the pump cut-off
level? The GRR gave a range of flows based on mean monthly flows in the State Water
Plan. The Department needs an actual minimum flow number.

2. How will sediment transport and scour be controlled in the 184 miles of earthen canals?
3. What will be the impacts on water quality from six years of construction?
4. How will maintenance be performed and who is responsible for maintenance?

The Department looks forward to working with the Corps of Engineers on the project.

Sihc reL)\,
\ .
ett, Chie

Water Division

cC: Roger Hancock
J. Randy Young
Craig Uyeda
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September 21, 1998

Commander

Mempbhis District Corps of Engineers
ATTN: CEMVM-PD-R

167 North Main Street, B-202
Memphis, TN 38103-1894

To Whom it May Concern:

In reference to the Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study, Grand
Prairie Area Demonstration Project, Draft General Reevaluation Report (GRR) and
Environmental Impact Statement, we appreciate the opportunity to comment.

We concur with the comments submitted by the Arkansas Game and Fish
Commission in their letter of February 22, 1996, concerning the possible impacts
on fish and wildlife resources and would also say that the public recreational possibilities
for this project should be explored further. With the number of miles of canals that
would be built, we would think there would be some opportunities for public access
where these waterways crossed public lands, such as highway right-of-ways, for instance.

We were disappointed to see the comment in paragraph 1.13 of the Draft EIS
summary that “recreational development is a low budgetary priority under current Corps
policy.” That comment is difficult to understand from the nation’s leading provider of
water based recreation and the nation’s second leading provider of all recreation.
Recreational benefits were used in the cost benefit analysis for this project, yet the Corps
acts as if they have no responsibility for helping to manage it. This is especially
disturbing in light to the language in Section 208(a) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1996, which directs the Corps to provide increased emphasis on, and opportunities
for recreation at water resources projects operated, maintained or constructed by the
Corps of Engineers.

If you have any questions, or need further information, please feel free to contact
us. We hope these comments are helpful in the planning process.

S1

M

Richard W. Davies
Executive Director



%&édaddré GEQOLOGICALCOMMISSION WILLIAM V. BUSH

VARDELLE PARHAM GEOLOGY CENTER » 3815 WEST ROOSEVELT ROAD = LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72204 STATE GEOLOGIST

September 3, 1998

Commander

Memphis District Corps of Engineers
ATTN: CEMVM-PH-R

167 North Main Street, B-202
Memphis, TN 38103-1894

Dear Commander:

Bill Prior, of my staff, reviewed the Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project and
provided me with the following comments:

The plan seems to be sound with a balanced approach for water conservation of the
Alluvial Aquifer and use of the White River for much needed irrigation supplies.

One concemn, however, is that there is no mention of any assessment of earthquake
hazards in the design of the main pumpage station near DeValls Bluff, Arkansas in
Volumes 1 and 9. The structure is to be located on the White River floodplain atop 20
feet of fill. Such a placement and construction could cause foundation failure during a
major earthquake in the region. Also, earth levees and dikes built above the surrounding
land level could fail, especially during periods of heavy rainfall.

If we can be of any further assistance, please call me.

Sincerely,

AR

William V. Bush

PHONE: (501) 296-1877; FAX (501) 663-7360
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August 17, 1998

Commander

Memphis District Corps of Engineers
ATTN: CEMVM-PD-R

167 North Main Street, B-202
Memphis, TN 38103-1854

RE: Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study
Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project
Draft Generai Reevaluation Report and Environmental Impact Statement

Commander:

We have reviewed volumes 1 and 9 of the above referenced report and while we concur in
general with the report, we have the following comments:

1. The cities of Carlisle, Hazen, DeValls Bluff, Ulm, Stuttgart, and Dewitl have water and sewer
mains in the project area. The city of Des Arc and the Grand Prairie Regional Water Distribution
District have water mains in the project area.

2. Plans and specifications for the relocation of any water or sewer mains should be submitted to
and approved by this office prior to commencement of construction.

3. Funding of this project will need to include monies for the relocation of water and/or sewer
mains and services.

The report is being retained for our files. If you have any questions, we may be contacted at 501-
661-2623.

7 , 2/6/{ —_—
. 1./‘_’ )
Rébert Hart, P.E.

Chief Engineer

Division of Engineering

cC: Carlisle Waterworks
Hazen Waterworks
DeValls Bluff Waterworks
Ulm Waterworks
Des Arc Waterworks
Grand Prairie Regional Water Distribution District
Stuttgart Waterworks
DeWitt Waterworks

RH.CSC:RT:GAG.GT.csc

Keeping Your Hometown Healthy

"An Equual Opportuniee Employer”
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ROLLIN D. SPARROWE

President
LONNIE L. WILLIAMSON
Viee-President

RICHARD E. McCABE September 21, 1998

Secretary

Commander

Memphis District Corps of Engineers
ATTN: CEMVN-PD-R

167 North Main Street, B-202
Memphis, TN 38103-1894

Dear Commander:

The Wildlife Management Institute has reviewed the Eastern Arkansas Region
Comprehensive Study, Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project Draft General Reevaluation
Report (GRR), Draft Environmenta! Impact Statement (DEIS) and Appendix C-Environmental
report. We appreciate the opportunity to provide our comments on the several documents which
explain project plans and impacts.

The proposed Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project (GPADP) was authorized by the
Water Resources Development Act of 1996 as a multiple purpose project to provide
agricultural water supply and conservation, groundwater protection and waterfowl
conservation benefits. The GPADP project area includes a total of 362,662 acres, of which
247,556 acres is cropland. A majority of the landowners in the project area south of DeWitt, AR
petitioned to be excluded from the WRRIWDD and this resulted in a reduction of the water
needed for irrigation. Four alternative plans were considered in detail with Alternative 7B being
chosen as the tentatively selected plan. Alternative 7B includes a water import system to divert
approximately 243,900 acre-feet of water per year from the White River through a 1,640 cubic
feet per second pumping plant. The water will be used to irrigate cropland. A system of new
canals (184 miles), pipelines {177 miles), existing channels (291 miles), and associated structures
[weirs (120), diversion structures (165), inverted siphons (28) and lift stations] would be used to
transfer water to 8,949 acres of new on-farm irrigation reservoirs and tail-water recovery systems.

Although the GPADP is the only currently authorized project, it is only one of five

irrigation projects proposed as part of the overall Eastern Arkansas Comprehensive Project. Two
other irrigation projects being considered would withdraw water from the White River, one would

Wavhington, DO Opfice - 110F 1400 SLN W Sudte 725 Washingion. D C 20005 « Phone 12023 3711808 « FAX i 2021 J08.3059



withdraw water from Bayou Meto and one would withdraw water from the Little Red River. We
urge the Corps to include an assessment of the potential cumulative impacts of all irrigation
projects being considered in the Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study in the Final EIS.
Due, in part, to a long list of government and private water related projects in eastern Arkansas,
some tremendous problems have developed. This creates a serious need to study cumulative
effects of all proposed projects involving water resources. Such studies may aid in preventing
some additional serious, long-term problems.

On page 5 of the GRR it is claimed that “this document is of sufficient detail and content
to serve as a basis for proceeding to design memoranda, as needed, and plans and specifications
for project construction” We disagree with this statement and will identify some of our major
concerns. Our review conciudes that both the GRR and DEIS are incomplete and inadequate
according to requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act. These documents indicate
that many major project decisions concerning development, operation and maintenance
agreements between the Corps of Engineers, Natural Resources Conservation Service and the
White River Regional Irrigation Water Distribution District (WRRIWDD) (non-federal sponsor)
have not been made. We will identify some of the indecisive situations in this letter. Because of
the absence of some important specific details and/or the lack of disclosure of important features |
of the plan, we were not able to arrive at fully informed conclusions on all elements of interests to
us.

Of particular interest to us is project related impacts on wildlife and fish in the GPADP.
Unfortunately, with the exception of fish, the documents included few specifics about such
impacts. We recognize that this results partially from the widespread intensive agricultural landuse
of the project area. However, the documents included many claims for project induced benefits to
waterfowl and waterfowl hunting. Yet we could locate no specific plans for waterfowl and we
understand that none exist.

Our specific comments are provided for each report as follows:
Draft General Reevaluation Report (GRR)

Page 19. Meteorology. The average annual rainfall for the project area is described as
approximately 49 inches with the distribution by months listed. It is claimed that “This distnbution
does not correlate to the timing of water needs for agriculture.” This is an incorrect statement and
should be excluded. Numerous farms are successful in the project vicinity with this amount of
rainfall and distribution. Certainly farming in the area may be more productive with irrigation
water, however this also comes at high economic and environmental costs.

Page 21.Fisheries. The White River is identified here, and in other sections of the project
documents, as having high quality fisheries. According to the GRR, 243,900 acre-feet of water
per year will be pumped from White River to irrigate crops during the growing season. To benefit
waterfowl, the documents claim that water would be pumped in the fall/winter season from the



White River onto 38,525 acres at an average depth of 4 inches beginning in October. The
proposed pumping would follow the driest period of the year (July, August, September and
October - page 19, GRR). What effect will this have on the White River fishery during the lowest
flow of the year during years of low rainfall? What effect will pesticides used on agricultural
lands have when irrigation runoff reenters streams, especially during low stream flow periods?
What effect may this have on White River National Wildlife Refuge and other public lands located
downstream of the project area? The GRR (on page 21) explains that desiccation during summer
has an adverse effect on fisheries in tributary streams. Other studies referenced in the documents
claim that the water removal from the White River will not have a significant adverse effect on the
fishery. The tremendously valuable sport and commercial fishery of the White River deserves
exceptional protection.

Page 45. Flooding For Waterfowl. This section identifies a major need for additional waterfowl
feeding and resting areas in eastern Arkansas. A claim is made that a waterfow! habitat plan was
developed by a coalition of agencies and private interests. The stated goal of the plan “was to
annually flood 45,000 acres of harvested fields and annually manage up to 30,000 additional acres
to impound rain water.” Required flooding depths were estimated to be “an average of 4 inches.”
According to the GRR, a “joint venture” project to accomplish these goals was developed under '
auspices of the North American Waterfowl Management (NAWMP). This claim was repeated on
page 77 for the selected plan (Alternative 7B). Here it is claimed that 38,529 acres of harvested
rice fields would be flooded on an average annual basis from 1 November to 28 February to
provide 22,385,349 duck-use days annually.

After thorough review of all GPAPD project documents, we could not locate a waterfow!
plan of any kind for the specific project area. I serve on the NAWMP Lower Mississippi River
Joint Venture Board and I do not recall ever learning about a NAWMP joint venture project for
the GPAPD. We contacted your office, the Fish and Wildlife Service and the Arkansas Game and
Fish Commission to inquire about a specific waterfow! plan for the GPAPD. We were advised
that, indeed, no specific waterfowl plan or NAWMP “joint venture” project has been developed
for the GPAPD area. We urge that either a specific waterfowl plan be developed or that all
references to such a plan be removed from all project related documents.

Page 87. Table 10. This table identifies annual waterfow! benefits of $473,000. This sum was
used to arrive at the project benefit-to-cost ratio. Assuming that there is no waterfow! plan, how
was this sum developed?

Page 88 and Table 11. The text on this page and table 11 states that “38,525 acres of cropland
will be annually flooded to benefit waterfowl” as one of the measured effects of the plan. Again
there is no specific plan or other information that we can locate which will allow anyone
reviewing the GRR, DEIS or Appendix C-Environmental document to understand this claim. For
example, specifically where are the private land acres that will be flooded? How much will the
pumped water cost? Who will pay for the cost of the pumped water? Who will pay landowners to
repair the many miles of rice field levees so that they will hold water on the fields? Have sufficient



numbers of private landowners agreed to allow for 38,525 acres to be flooded from 1 November
to 28 February? What types of agreements will be made with private landowners for flooding
rights on their fields? If a plan with these specifics or any specifics concerning wildlife exist for the
proposed GPADP project area, please furnish us a copy for review. Also, please include any such
plans as an integral part of the final GRR and EIS.

Pages 85 and 100. Tt is explained on pages 85 and 100 that Section 103(j)(1) of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1986 mandates that “Any project to which this section applies
{other than a project for hydroelectric power) shall be initiated only after non-Federal interests
have entered into binding agreements with the Secretary to pay 100 percent of the operation,
maintenance, and replacement and rehabilitation costs of the projects . . . ” Have the non-Federal
interests agreed to pay for the total costs of the entire project, including the operation and
maintenance of reconstructed rice field levees and pumping water to flood 38,525 acres to an
average depth of 4 inches from 1 November through February 28 for waterfowl habitat? If so,
please include specific information of such agreements in the final GRR and EIS.

Page 102. Tt is further explained on page 102 that:

“At this stage of project development, it was assumed that there would an
agreement with the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) to
implement on-farm features. This includes all conservation measures,
management strategies, and retrofit of existing irrigation systems to utilize

the delivery system. This component also includes provisions for providing
waterfowl feeding and resting areas during the fall and winter months.

As the project further develops, implementation and operation and maintenance
of on-farm features may follow a different approach” (emphasis ours).

We assume that this refers to the 38,525 acres to be flooded for waterfowl habitat. If we are
correct, has NRCS developed plans for the on-farm features? If so, please furnish us copies of the
agreements and plans. Importantly, these should be included in the final GRR and EIS. The text
on page 102 indicates that there may be confusion concerning responsibilities and authorities.

Likewise, a letter dated June 12, 1988 to Colonel Bean from Tommy Hillman
(WRRIWDD) and included in the GRR (inserted following page 110) indicates more confusion of
responsibilities. This letter states, in part, that:

“ before we can finalize the details of our Financing Plan and enter into Project
Cooperation Agreement (PCA), many issues involving Federal participation in

the project must be resolved. The most significant issues concern the extent of

Federal participation in individual project features such as the on-farm component

of the project and the development of appropriate ability to pay cost share guidelines

as provided by current Federal law. Until these crucial issues, which directly affect

the non-Federal share, are resolved it is impossible to produce a detailed Financing Plan.”



Because these “on-farm components” and federal-state-local financial responsibilities are an
essential part of the plan, we contend that these should be completed and circulated to all
interested reviewers for comments prior to completion of the draft GRR and DEIS.

Draft Environmental Impact Statement

EIS-2 and 3. 1t is explained here that one of the reasons for selecting Alternative 7B as the
tentative selected plan is that it “provided additional waterfow! habitat.” We repeat our previous
concerns that we can locate no specific waterfowl plan for the GPADP, or any official who knows
that such a plan exist. Because there appears to be no specific waterfow! plan, as claimed, we
submit that the DEIS in incomplete and not adequate in accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act.

FEIS-4, 1.13. It is explained here that the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission and the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service have expressed concerns that the project, as designed, would not provide
sufficient recreational opportunities to the general public. The Wildlife Management Institute
supports these concerns. Because the project is projected to cost taxpayers $271 million, and
because the irmigation water to be pumped from the White River is a public resource that is
intended to be used by private landowners, we contend that an equitable amount of land should be
open to the public for hunting, fishing, birding and other forms of compatible outdoor recreation.
Such lands should be specifically identified and agreements made for their use before final legal
agreements are completed between the Corps, NRCS and WRRIWDD that would allow the
proposed project to begin. Because of the emphasis on waterfowl management, waterfowl
hunting and fishing in the project documents, we were surprised to read on page EIS-5 that
“recreational development is a low budgetary priority under current Corps policy.”

EIS-12. Without Condition. Was it considered in this alternative that many landowners could
convert from water intensive rice farming to other crops such as soybeans and corn that need
much less water? The information in the GRR and DEIS was not sufficient for us to know if this
was considered. Currently, more than 60 percent of the farmers in the project area farm soybeans,
corn and grain sorghum which require less water. The tremendous amount of water used for rice
crops have created the ground water shortage and the need for stream water for irrigation. Strict
water conservation and conversion to crops which require less water could help reduce
dependence on large volumes of water. Meters could be placed at appropriate locations to help
enforce water conservation. We believe an alternative should be considered that requires less
water for the DEIS to be considerate adequate in accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act.

EIS-12. Plans considered. Please include in the final EIS a brief explanation of why the majority
of landowners in the southeastern section of the original project area opted not to participate in
the project.

EIS-15, 4.17. Management for waterfowl on project area cropland is again claimed here as being



under auspices of the North American Waterfowl Plan. Please review our previous statements
concerning this matter. Someone may have voiced such a need, but we cannot locate such a plan.
In any case, voicing needs does not translate into on the ground realities in the Grand Prairie Area
project.

FIS-25 and EIS-71. Wildlife. A stated impact of Alternative 7B, the tentively selected plan, is
“flooding 38,529 acres of harvested rice fields would provide an additional 12,275,949 duck-use-
days per year.” See our previous statements concerning this claim and include specific plans, if
available, in the final project documents. If there are no specific plans, then beneficial project
impacts would be much less for waterfowl.

EIS-27. Recreation. 1t is stated here that Alternative 7B “would annually provide 28,769 man-
days of waterfow] hunting and $860,760 in related expenditures.” See our previous comments and
please specify what specific wildlife planning document includes this information.

This proposed GPADP project is certainly a reversal in purpose when compared to other
Corps of Engineers and Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) projects. For the past
fifty years the Corps and NRCS have developed numerous projects designed to remove or hold
water off croplands. Many thousands of miles of streams have been channelized by both agencies
to drain wetlands and to reduce flooding on agricultural lands. Specifically within the Eastern
Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study area, hundreds of miles of streams have been channelized
and ditches dug to drain wetlands and eliminate water from the land surface. Without a doubt
these projects have contributed to the reduction of aquifer recharge. Now, the agencies have
come full circle and are proposing to pump water from streams to irrigate fields because of
serious declines in aquifer water resources Indeed, this is an unbelievable tumn of events.

The Wildlife Management Institute believes that a project could be designed that would
better serve the long-term interest of our nation. Such a project would include conversion to
agricultural crops that require less water than rice, conservation of water resources, conservation
tillage and rice acreage in balance with aquifer recharge.

We also believe strongly that no taxpayer-funded project to help solve the situation
described in the GRR should be approved without a specific wildlife component. Provisions
explained in the GRR and DEIS to flood 38,529 acres of harvested rice fields on an average
annual basis from 1 November to 28 February to provide 22,385,349 duck-use days annually
should be the minimum component considered. Some of these acres should be made available for
public use for hunting, fishing, birding and other outdoor recreational needs. Some of the acres
should be established as waterfowl resting areas with no hunting allowed.

We urge that specific plans to accomplish the wildlife component be developed and agreed
to by the Corps of Engineers, NRCS, WRRIWDD, U S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the
Arkansas Game and Fish Commission prior to completion of the GPADP plan. The wildlife plan
should include the specific acres to be included, water management agreement for fields to be



flooded, hunting agreements, acres for waterfowl resting, agreements for specific landowners to
restore rice field levees to hold water on fields from November 1 through February and signed

legal agreements with all specific landowners involved in the plan. All of the wildlife component
agreements should be made prior to completion of GPADP project plans and should be required

to be implemented on the same schedule as any water import project components are
implemented.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide our comments. Should you have questions
about our views, please contact us.

Sincerely,

il /5 AP e L7
Chester A. McConnell

Southeast Representative

Wildlife Management Institute
110 Wildwoods Lane
Lawrenceburg, TN, 38464

Telephone (615) 762-7718



DUCKS UNLIMITED
SOUTHERN REGIONAL OFFICE

193 Business Park Drive, Suite E
Ridgeland. Mississippi
DUCKS (600 936.1936 Offe
UNLIMITED (601) 956-7814 Fax
. INC.

September 24, 1008

Commander

Memphis District Corps of Engineers
ATTN: CEMVM-PD-R

167 North Main Street, B-202
Memphis, TN 38103-1894

Dear Commander:

Thank you for requesting Ducks Unlimited’s review of the Draft General Reevaluation Report
and Environmental Impact Statement for the Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project of the
Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study. Because of the importance of the Grand Prairie
and White River to waterfow] and other wildlife, we are concerned about resource issues and
projects that affect wetlands. We appreciate the opportunity to provide input.

The project will affect a portion of the White River designated as a RAMSAR Wetland of
International Importance. This designation is reserved for wetlands meeting certain
environmental criteria making them truly worthy of international recognition. Designation aiso
is intended to limit unnecessary alteration. We understand the need for water on the Grand
Prairie for crop irrigation and appreciate that withdrawals will be timed to minimize impacts to
White River flows. Nonetheless, we caution that this project constitutes an alteration to an
internationally recognized wetland system. We also offer concern about the cumulative effects
of this and other projects including the dams on the upper White River, the new Montgomery
Point Lock and Dam, other irrigation projects planned upstream of the Grand Prairie project, and
the potential White River Navigation Project. We urge caution and encourage you to coordinate
very closely with state and other federal conservation agencies and the public as you plan these
projects. We are confident that you will make efforts to avoid and minimize negative impacts to
this important wetland system.

ICAMER i WETI ANDS COINSFRVATION L REL
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Ducks Unlimited has extensive experience in wetland development, moist-soil management and
reforestation of bottomland hardwood wetlands. We offer our biological and engineering
assistance as required as planning continues. Please contact Jon Schneider, DU Regional
Biologist in Stuttgar: (870/673-8781), if we can provide and additional information or assistance.

Again, we appreciate your request for input from Ducks Unlimited, and we look forward to
future opportunities to work with you to conserve wetlands and waterfowl habitat in the region.

Sincerely, )
" Kenneth M. Babcock
Director of Operations

KB:kw

cc: Dr. Alan Wentz, Group Manager of Conservation -- DU
Mr. Steve Wilson, Director — Arkansas Game and Fish Commission
Mr. Sam Hamilton, Regional Director — U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, Region 4 (SE)
M. Billy Joe Cross, Director of Field Operations — DU



ROSE LAW FIRM

A PROFESSIONAL AS5SOCIATION

ATTORNEYS
WRITER'S TELEPHONE 120 East Fourth Street WRITER'S ELECTRONIC MaiSL
501-377-0340 Little Rock. Arkansas brosenthal@roselawfirm.com
72201-2893

501-375-9131
501-375-1309 FAX

Octocber 5, 1998

VIA TELECCPY & VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS

Commander

United States Army Corps of
Engineers, Memphis District

ATTN: CEMVM-PD-R

167 North Main B-202

Memphis, Tennessee 38103-1894

Re: Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive
study, Grand Prairie Demonstration
project, Draft General Evaluation Report
(»Draft Report") and Draft Environmental
Impact Statement ("DEIS")

Dear Commander:

Enclosed please find Bunge Corporation’s Comments to Draft Grand
Prairie Region and Bayou Metc Basin, ArkKansas Project, Grand Prairie Area
Demonstration Project and to draft Environmental Impact Statement.

Sincerely yours,

pd____..___ T“\JPM ’YL"" k

Brian Rosenthal

il
Enclosure
c w/encl.:
£d Lambert (via telecopy)
Murray Warschauer
Fred Luckey
Kaneaster Hodges

RCCCT7I64  WPE
1005358



BUNGE CORPORATICN’S COMMENTS
TO DRAFT GRAND PRAIRIE REGION AND BAYOU METO BASIN,
ARKANSAS PROJECT, GRAND PRAIRIE AREA DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
GENERAL REEVALUATION REPORT
AND TQ DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Bunge Corporation ("Bunge") submits these comments in response

to the Zraft Grand Prair:ie Region and Bayou Meto Basin, Arkansas
Project, Grand Prairie Area Demonstraticn Project (the "Project™)
General Reevaluation Report ("Draft Report") and in response tc the
Drafrt Znvironmental Impact Statement ("DEIS"). As mentioned in the
Draft Eeport, Bunge 1s the largest commercial navigator on the
White kiver.

Bunge requested an extension of the comment period for 120
days. A copy of the request is attached as Exhibit A. A 15-day
extensicn was granted. A copy of the extensicon letter is attached

as Exhizic B.

Inicially, Bunge wishes to make clear that it has never taken
a position on the Project. Because Bunge and its customers have a
signifizant investment in the continued navigability of the White
River, Zunge 1s commenting on the Project Draft Report and DEIS.
Any decrease 1n available river use will add to the cost of doing
business and take dellars from the pockets of farmers in the White
River EBasin.

I. Introduction

Bunge 1s an integrated food and agribusiness company
headquartered in St. Louis, Missouri. As part of its operations,
Bunge tuys wheat, corn, soybeans and sorghum from farmers and grain
dealers in the Midwest and Midsouth. Bunge stores, transports,
processes and exports dgrain and grain products. Its operations
cover a network of grain elevators, located primarily along the
Miss:issippl River and its tributaries, including t== White River.

Specific to the issue of navigation on the White River, Bunge
operates seven elevators on the White River with an aggregate
storage capacity of well over 18,000,000 bushels. These stations
are located at Newport, Augusta (3), Des Arc, Clarendon and 5t.
Charles, Arkansas. The stations serve over 1500 farmer and dealer
customers and represent a significant investment by Bunge in
Arkansas’ White River Basin.

The fundamental premise underlying the Project is that there
is adeguate excess water in the White River to support such a
Project. Under Arkansas law, before any excess water is available,

RCCOT2EA.WPS
100598



however, instream flows for navigation (among other uses) must be
maintained.’

Thus, the fact that navigation would not be harmed by the
Project has been a fundamental Project premise. Assurances
regarding the fact that navigation would not be negatively affected
by the Project have been made to =Zunge and to Arkansas’
congressional delegation.

The Draft Report now concludes that the negative effect on
navigation may be as much as a one foot or more decline in the
White River.? Also, pursuant to the Draft Report, in periods of
delay, light lcoading or alternative transport, the affected farmers
will suffer a decrease of from 5-15% in income.® Such amcunts are
not only negative effects, but are alsc significant negative
effects

Ironically, as noted hereinafter, :the Corps, whose primary
mission historically has been navigation, has insufficiently
analyzed the Project’s navigational effects. Even as analyzed, a-
significant negative effect is projected.

II. Comments on Navigation

Comments on a Draft Report and DEIS are appropriate to assist
in focusing on caps of information cr analysis. Such gaps exist in
the Draft Report and DEIS. Bunge's comments are as follows:

Comment 1. The fundamental Project assumption is that the
White River has sufficient excess water. The Draft Report is based
on the Arkansas State Water Plan (sometimes referenced herein as
"ASWP"), completed in 1986, and reflects water flow data from 1940-
1985. While the Draft Report acknowledges that more recent water
data exists, the Draft Report’'s conclusions are ncot based on the
more recent data, but are based on the 1286 Arkansas State Water
Plan and dated water flow data.?

The governing DEIS regulations note that accurate scientific
analysis is "essential to implementing [the National Environmental
Policy Act]." "Most important, NEPA documents must concentrate on

I Ark. Code Ann. § 15-22-304(b) (4). In addition, excess
surface water 13 limited to 25% of the amount that 1s over the
minimum needs.

* Draft Report IV-22.

* Under the Federal Agriculture Improvements and Reform Act of
1996, continued emphasis will be placed by farmers on grains and
grain products.

* Draft Report, Volume IV-19,.

RCCO72EA.WPS
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the issues that are ctruly significant . . . ."® The DEIS’'s failure
to analyze current data is unexplained and unexplainable. Such
data, is now availlapble, and must be included.s

The Draft Report’'s construction schedule provides that Phasge
1 of the Project s the pumping station.’” Under governing law,
water may be pumped cut of the river only if there is an excess and
if navigational needs are met. Current data regarding water flow
data is unreviewed ky the Corps. In addition, no state permit for
a water transfer has been issued.

Also, as noted in Comment 3, in order to assess and project
the potential damage to navigaticn, all parties must know the level
at which pumping will cease. The Corps states the cutoff levels
are the ASWP minimum streamflow levels. It is unclear, however,
how these levels will be enforced and monitored. Allocation plan
levels for the White River have yet to be finalized by the State
of Arkansas. How will the Corps ensure ASWP cutoff levels are

mandated, follcowea znd enforced?

The White River has become a large source of aquifer
replenishment, reversing historical trends.® No analysis is done
regarding whether the tremendous current aquifer replenishment
demands on the White River (on average) in recent years have
affected the amount of any excess White River water. 1In addition,
nc analysis 1s included regarding how current recharge to the White
River will be atffecred by reduced flows.

> 40 CFR § 1300.1(b).

» 40 CFR § 1502.22(a); 32 CFR § 651.32(k}); Environmental
Defense Fund v. Costle, 439 F.Supp. 980 (E.D.N.Y. 1977).

7 Volume I, p. 320.

® The ASWCC’s 1996 Staff Report on Allocation of the White
River estimates that the area of the alluvial aquifer receiving
recharge from the White River is about three million acres. Staff
Report on Allocaticn of the White River, p. 46, August 19%6. On
average, approximately 167,000,000 gallons per day flow from the
White River to aquifers. Analysis of Todd Fuggitt, Arkansas Soil
and Water Conservation Commission ("ASWCC") Groundwater Division
Chief, informational public meeting on Critical Ground Water
Designation, Stuttgart, Arkansas, March 2, 15%98;

See also Administrative Hearing Officer’s Proposed Findings of
Fact and Conclusions of Law and Prcposed Commission Crder, Before
the Arkansas Soil and Water Conservation Commission, In Re: The
Designation of the Alluvial and Sparta Aquifer Within Arkansas,
Jefferson, and Prairie Counties, and Parts of Lonoke, Pulaski, and
White Counties as a Critical Ground Water Area, No. CGWA 1998-2 p.
3; and Public Hearing Testimony, Critical Ground Water Area
Designation, Stuttgart, April 20, 1998, p. 15.

RCCO72EA.WP5
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In sum, the current availability of White River water to
support the Project is unknown. Analysis is premature for a
sumplng station where there is no authority to pump . Such an

dvanced schedule is inconsistent wich the many important Project

requirements still left to be reviewed and predates the permit and
allocation plan required under Arkansas law, bBut currently
nonexistent.’

bty b

Comment 2. In 1985, Arkansas law was modified, further
restricting the transfer of excess surface water in the White River
Basin.” While the White River was intended to be a beneficiary
of this 1995 legislation limiting the amount of monthly
withdrawals, no analysis is given in the Draft Report regarding the
effect of this 1995 legislation on the 1986 Arkansas State Water
Flan or on current conditions.

Comment 3. The DEIS includes detailed analyses only under
pump cutoff levels set at the 1986 Arkansas State Water Plan
ninimum  levels. 't Similarly, the DEIS includes cnly monetary

effects based on ASWP pump cutoff levels.

Unless assurances are provided that the cutoff levels of the
Arkansas State Water Plan will be enforced by the Corps, the White
River Regional Irrigation Water Distribution Districrt ("Irrigation
Discrict") and the Arkansas Soil and Water Conservation Commission
("ASWCC"), there is a grave potential for possible cenflict . !? An
example of such a federal/state conflict is evidenced by the
ASWCC’s Draft Allocation Plan, which could be interpreted to allow
pumping under a worst case scenario to levels far lower than under
che Corps’ ASWP levels.!?

In meetings with Corps‘’ representatives on September 24, 1598,
Bunge was advised and assured that the ASWP would provide the
mandated, operative pump cutoff criteria as part of the governing
’roject Cooperation Agreement ("PCA"). (See Comment §). Such
assurance was made because the Project reevaluation is based on the
ASWP; the ASWP is the plan presented to Congress for funding; and
the DEIS is based on the ASWP.

° Draft Operations Manual, Vol. 4.

Y Such transfers shall not exceed on a monthly basis an amount
which 1s fifty percent (50%) of the monthly average of each
individual month. Ark. Code Ann. § 15-22-304(e).

' DEIS § 4.8, p. 13.

‘2 40 CFR § 1502.16({c).

" For example, under the Corps’ review, the minimum streamflow
tevel for June is 21,220 cfs. Under the state’s Draft Allocation
?lan, the level is 7,125 cfs.

RCCD72EA. WPS
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It is unclear how the Corps intends to bind the Irrigation
District and ASWCC to the ASWP pursuant to a PCA. Unless this
issue i1s resolved, one 1is unable to assess the potential impact on
navigation under the Corps’ proposal. Such an evaluation is
impossibie.

For instance, some of the questions presented are as follows:

{a) If the Corps’ plan is under the 1986 ASWP, how wilil
the ASWP minimum streamflow levels be required?

(b) What entity will monitor compliance?
{c) How will compliance be enforced?
{d) What court will have jurisdiction over compliance?

{e) How will the Corps involvement and monitoring change
when ccntrol of the Project 1is turned over to the Irrigation
Districe?

(f}) What law governs if the ASWCC sets a worst case
lower level for diversion shutcff under its allocation plan?

(g) If the answer to any of these questions is that the
Project Coocperation Agreement ("PCA"} will contrel, what are the
standards for entering, monitoring and enforcing a PCA under such
conditicns (See Comment 3)?

(h) Will navigatiocn interests be allowed to execute the
PCA or a subagreement or otherwise be acknowledged as a third party
beneficiary with the ability to rely on and enforce the PCA or
subagreement?

Thus, the Corps should include an explanation of how the ASWP
will be the governing, operating constraint.?*

Comment 4. No mechanism, such as monitoring, is in place to
ensure compliance with the Draft Report.?'® Such monitecring is
required in controversial cases and should include conditions in
approvals and requirements for reporting results.'® Here the DEIS
acknowledges that navigation effects are one of the three areas of
controversy.'’ No provision is made, however, regarding the result
if navigation is affected in an unplanned way. In addition, no
analysis i1s done regarding experiences with other water irrigation

'* Response to Comment 2 is unclear on this point (DEIS - 54).
** 32 CFR § 651.32(m).

514,

' DEIS p. 4.
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projects in other states, regarding reduc:tions in river stages and
effects on navigation, sedimentation and siltation.

Without monitoring and other protections, if projections are
inaccurate, there could be irreversible zommitments of the White
River’s resources.'® The DEIS should 1include mitigating
protections in the event of unforeseen reductions in river
stages.*’ such protections, at a minimum, should be that the
Project will be reevaluated i1f the projections prove materially
inaccurate .-’

Comment 5. While Bunge 1is correctly noted as the major
transporter on the White River, Bunge has been unable to interpret
the Corps’ data regarding moved tonnage. The Corps’' tonnage

information is contrary to Bunge'’s shipping information. While the
Draft Report reflects 544,000 tons shipped in 1996, Bunge's records
alone reflect 655,000 tons shipped.:- Therefore, without
considering any other shipper, the Corps‘’ data understates actual
tonnage shipped by at least 20%.

Comment €. Bunge notes the Project crerating plan pricritizes
pipeline usage or water pumped from the White River over reservoir
usage. The Draft Report contains an inadequate review of
alternatives regarding use of stored water versus use of pipeline
water. By prioritizing pumping from the river, additional analysis
is needed regarding any environmental consequences, such as to
recharge or such as from sedimentation and siltaticn because of
increased maintenance needs.

Also, reguirements for mandating ccnservation or promoting
voluntary conservation measures should be included.?® This review
is especially important because under Arkansas law, conservation
can only be regquired 1if the area is designated "critical," and

'8 40 CFR § 1502.16; 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2) (c}.
9 40 CFR § 1502.16(h); 32 CFR § 651.32(1), (m).

2 In addition, parameters for measuring such a material
inaccuracy should be defined to prevent differences of opinion.

2! Draft Report D-I11-39; D-III-44; DEIS § 5.77 p. 57. The
increased amount is similar to Bunge’s records for 1994, previously
provided to ASWCC in a position paper dated April 7, 19%4.

Bunge was advised at its September 24, 1998 Corps meeting,
that the 544,000 tons figure actually represents average tonnage
over a peried of years. Aside from the question cf the relevancy
of a historical "average," we are unable to determine how the
average was calculated.

22 The alternative secticon is the heart of the EIS submittal
{40 CFR § 1502.14}.
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there are current legal challenges to such a designation in this
area.

Such a detailed review of alternatives is consistent with NEPA
policy and mandates. The NEPA process 1s to be used to identify
and assess reasonable alternatives.?! All practicable means are
to be used to avoid or minimize effects on the environment.?!

Comment_7. The Draft Report concludes that navigation impacts
will not exceed apprcximately a one fcot decrease at any given time
of the year. This assumption is based on pump cutcff levels set at
the ASWP minimum. Under the Draft Report, it is not possible to
ascertalin how such levels will be monitored and enforced.

Even the projected, minimum one-foot decline c¢an have
significant, negative impacts on navigation. Such a one-foot
decline also can have subtle impacts on navigaticon, including
regarding the Corps’ obligation or willingness to perform
maintenance and dredaoing. Therefore, any change at the Clarendon
gauge that has a direct impact on maintenance, indirectly affects
navigation.?®* Bunge was advised at the September 24, 1998 Corps
meeting that the Project will not affect current Corps maintenance
practices, notwithstanding the projected, one-foot decline. Such
commitment should be incorporated into the Draft Report and PCA.

Recall, the cne foot projected drop 1s based on pump cutoff
levels tied to the ASWP. The ASWCC Draft Allccation Flan, however,
places the worst case diversion cutoff level at 7,125 cfs at
Clarendon for so-called "summer" months of June-November. Such a
level would halt navigation. Bunge has utilized the White River
during these "summer" months for many years. Bunge’'s shipping
records reflect the following:

* 40 CFR § 1500.2(e).
‘4 40 CFR § 1500.2(f).
3 vVolume IV, p. 19.
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SHORT TONS

June July August September Octobker November
1380 63,500 12,500 12,300 5,800 10,500 3,000
1991 13,100 37,200 ---- ---- ~--- 33,400
1992 95,800 72,200 7,900 --=- ---- 4,500
2983 59,500 44,900 1,600 - 9,400 63,000
13254 58,200 17,300 13,400 4,700 12,000 29,200
1395 44,309 42,200 34,100 1,600 .. §,100
1996 115,000 40,000 9,000 ---- 1,500 83,000

As can be seen, June and July are heavy navigational
agricultural shipping months. They are the primary shipping months
for soft red winter wheat and cld crop soybeans. Both the wheat and
~he soybeans are major Arkansas crops. In addition, November also
is a heavy navigational agricultural shipping month, with new crops

soybeans, corn, milc and rice) having just been harvested.
Therefore, the importance of the ASWP as part of the Corps’
croposal is additionally highlighted.

Comment 8. As noted by several of the other commentors, the
governing regulations require that the DEIS be based on cumulative
mpacts. There are several irrigation projects proposed as part of
rne overall eastern Arkansas comprehensive project. Some of these
projects would alsco draw water from the White River. It 1is
critically important that a comprehensive study be made of
cumulative effects of all proposed projects on the area's water
rasources.

Comment 9. The Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers,
Ingineering Circular No. 1165-2-204 ({July 31, 1997) addresses PCA
=lements for authorized precjects proceeding in separable elements.
Under the Circular, the PCA must be based on the Draft Report?®.
Such Draft Report must address the requirements for operation?’;
must address any unusual technical or policy aspects of the project
or element?®; and must identify project cooperation
requirements.? " [T]lhe Project Manager is responsible for insuring
that the draft PCA is tailored to any unique aspects of the project
authorization and the decision document and to reflect any special

26 Ccircular Section 7. (a).
27 circular Section 7.c.(1l).

22 ~iycular Section 7.c. (4).

[#]

.{8}.

2% ¢cirecular Section 7.
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regquirements of the sponsor that do not conflict with applicable
law and Army policy."?®

"?CA provisions unique to the project or separable element
should pe simple and direct, since the decision document provides
the necessary details."’ Subagreements may be entered with third
partiss o enable the sponsor to meets its legal cbligations.

Cn September 24, 1998, Corps representatives acknowledged that
the PCA would require the sponsor (Irrigaticn District) teo comply
with the Draft Report and the DEIS. Therefore, under the Draft
Repcort and DEIS, the 1986 ASWP would be the controlling parameter.
As rnoted hereinbefore, Bunge asks that the Corps confirm itsg
intercicns and advise what specific language will be added to the
PCA -o address operational issues, including monitoring. Pursuant
to the Zircular’s guidance, such simple and direct language could
be as follcws:

“he Irrigation District (sponsor) acknowledges that
nctwithstanding any other state law or agency rule passed
by the Arkansas Soil and Water Conversation Commission or
any other state agency, the Project is only authorized to
operate at pump cutcff levels set at the 1986 ASWP. The
sponsor shall enter into a subagreement with the Arkansas
Soi1l and Water Conservation Commission ("ASWCC") (the
entity that may authorize a water transfer permit}), with
both parties committing to abide by the 1986 ASWP. The
subagreement will establish an objective method of
moniteoring and enforcing compliance. Parties whose
rights and interests are affected by sustained river
tlows shall be deemed third party beneficiaries of such
subagreement, with the ability to enforce the
subagreement in federal court.

IIT. Concliusions

in summary, the Draft Report’s and DEIS’' analysis of
navigation impacts is based on outdated data. The conclusions are
based on pump cutoff levels that are much higher than current state
diversion shuteoff, allocation proposals. Each factor weighs in
favor of the Project and against navigation.

In addition, inadequate review time was given commercial
navigational interests, none of which were included in the

** Circular Section 8.b.; Circular Appendix C, 4.d.
** Circular Section 9.d.

¥ Circular Appendix B, Table 2, No. 8; Circular Appendix C,
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distribution list of the DEIS. A 120 day extension period was
requested. The Corps granted an extensicn period of cnly 15 days.

The scant attention paid to navigation is contrary to the
Corps’ primary mission. The Project’s goals, however, do not
include protecting or maintaining navigacional interests. The
Project’s objecrives are tc provide water supply and maximize

outputs. **

For all these reasons, the DEIS and Draft Report should be
supplemented, Dbecause there is significant, relevant, current
information bearing on the impact of the Project that remains
unaddressed. ** The Corps has not rigorously explored and
objectively evaluated all reasonable alternatives, such as a
preference for reservoir usage over pumping from the River.’s In
short, without sufficient analysis of current flow data, the Corps
has not sufficiently analyzed the potential irrevocable commitment
cf White River resources,.?®

If the Craft Report is adopted, the Corps must be very direct
and explicit in its analysis of how cutoff levels tied to the ASWP
will be required, monitored and not subject to change. Sample
language is included under Comment 9. Also, the Corps’ maintenance
intentions should be clearly addressed.

Finally, Bunge is in the process of considering retaining one
©r more 1ndependent experts of national stature to review the
navigation flow issues. This is being done so that effects
relative to the White River and navigation can be thoroughly
analyzed, including hydrology, groundwater and surface water. By
filing these comments, Bunge reiterates its extension request made
in 1ts September 16th letter, copy attached as Exhibit A. Bunge
anticipates the Corps will give due consideration to any such
information.

¥ DEIS p. 11.

L

* 40 CFR § 1502.9{c) (1} (ii}.
> 40 CFR § 1502.14(a).
** 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)({(c); 40 CFR § 1302.16.
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ROSE 1AW FIRM = COFY

A PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION

ATTORNEYS
. :‘J::qlsj-,f_r:?}'[?h‘i 120 East Fourth Street \ WWRITER § ELEETRGN[{: Mam
[ Little Rock. Arkansas rosenthal@roselawiirm.com
72201-2893
501-375-9131
501-375-1308 FAX
September 16, 1298
JIA TTIECOPY =nga VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS
1r. zZzi1 Lambert
nictsd States Army Corps oI
Ingineers, Memphis District
_57 Yzorth Main 2-202
Mempnis, Tennessee 28103-1394

Ze: zastern Arkansas Eeaicn Ccmprehensive
Study, Grand Frairie Demonscratlon
Prcject, Drarit General Evaluation Report
{"Draft Reporz"' and Draft Envircnmental
Impact Statement {"DEIS")

Jear Mr. Lambert:

3unge Corporation mereby £files its written request for an
extension of the cocmment deadline on the Draft Report and DEIS.
Notwithstanding the very long time pericd it understandably zook to
compi.e the CEIS, the Memphis District Corps of Engineers, as l=ad
agencw, has granted the shortest amount of review time allcowable for
publiz comments, namely 45 days. - The governing regulacions note that
~he _=ad agency may extend prescribed pericds.®

Time limits under tihe governing regulations should ke set by
~ons:dering the following factors:

i, Potential for environmental harm;

2. Size of the proposed action;

3. State of the art of analytical technigues;

4. Degree of public need for the proposed acticn, including the

consegquences of delay;

- 40 CFR § 1506.10(c). The lead agency shall not allow less
than <5 days for comments on draft statements.

- 40 CFR § 1506.10{(d) and 33 CFR § 230.19{a).
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Yr. Zd Lambert
Zeptemper 15, 1998
rage IwWo

E Number of tersons and agencies aifactad;

5. Jegree to wnich relevant infcrmacticn 15 known and, if r-ac
znown, the time reguirad for cotaining it

T Zegree to which the action 13 contrgversial; and

3. Other time limits imposed on the agency by law, regulaticns,
Zr executive corder.-

In additicn, =time extensicns are based Zn the timeliness zf
ocurment distributicn, prior agency .Luavolvement 1n the croposasd
cr.zn, and the actizcn’s scope and complexity .’

While the DEIS notes that cne of the three areas of controversy
~des rnavigaticn, no commercial navigatiocnal interests vere
<ied in the distr:ibution list for the Drai: Report or DEIS. In
commercial navicational interests only recently have received
s of the final Craft Report and DEIS and have had inadegquate t:ime
~orcughly prepare apprepriately researched and detailed comments
zing their navigational interests.’

No time limits are imposed by law or cther regulaticon that would
suggest the minimum comment period under these circumstances L s
apprspriate.

40 CFR § 1:201.3.

* 33 CFR § 230.19(a) and Army Regulaticn {(E.R. - 200-2-2,
Procedure for Implementing NEPA, March 29, .996).

* For example, the Draft Report proiects a diminished White
River, and this conclusion is based on dated data, while more
current state water data is available to more accurately project
the scope of this diminishment (Draft Report Vol. IV-139).

Similarly, the first cost estimates are approximately
$270,000,000 (Project Report, Table D-II-31). Annual c¢ostcs are
represented as $29,256,000. Under the referenced table, navigation
costs are eastimated at pump cutoff levels ktased on 1986 data.
Current state proposals requiring pump cutoff levels differ from
the .386 data and are more costly to navigaticn.

RCCO7298.WPS
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Mr. =Zd Lampbert
September 1%, 19958
Fage Three

Thereficre, Bunge requests a reasonable sxtension ¢Z the comment
pericd, which Bunge pelieves snould be net less than an additional 120
&ays. Bunge respectiully reguests an answer to this rsquest to the
undersigned on or before September 21, 1998.

Sincerely yours,

B Tum Tk

Brian Rosenthal, Counsel
for Bunge Ccrzoration

RCCO7298 . WPS
291698



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
MEMPH!IS DISTRICT CORPS CF ENGINEERS
167 NORTH MAIN STREET B-202
MEMPHIS TN 38103-1894

RAeply lo
Allention of:

September 18. 1998
Planning. Programs. & Project

Management Division

Environmental & Economic Analysis Branch

Mr. Brian Rosenthal

Rose Law Firm

120 East Fourth Street

Iittle Rock. Arkansas 72201-2893

Dear Mr. Rosenthal:

We have received vour letter dated September 16. 1998. requesting an extension of the
comment deadline on the Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study, Grand Prairie Area
Demonstration Project. Draft General Reevaluation Report (GRR) and Environmental Impact
Statement. Your comments will be considered by the Mempbhis District if received by October 6,
1998 (15-day extension). If Bunge Corporation representatives would like. we will brief them in
our offices on the Grand Prairie Project and related impacts. Please let me know.

If you have questions or need additional information. contact Mr. Edward Lambert of my
staff at (901) 544-0707.

Sincerely,

C L i~

Dav1d W. Wolfe
Deputy for Project Ma.nagement
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s A2 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
2 M 8 REGION 6
% "¢ 1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200

P4 prore DALLAS, TX 75202-2733

SEP 28 1938

Mr. Edward P. Lambert

Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Memphis Distnct

167 North Main Street, B-202
Memphis, TN 38103-1854

Dear Mr. Lambert:

In accordance with our responsibilities under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
Regulations for Implementing NEPA, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 6
office in Dallas, Texas, has completed its review of the General Reevaluation Report (GRR) and -
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Proposed Plan for Water Conservation,
Groundwater Management, and Irrigation Water Supply in Grand Prairie, Arkansas, Monroe and
Lonoke counties, Arkansas.

The General Reevaluation Report (GRR) and Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the Grand Prairie, Arkansas, project area addresses the issues of water conservation,
groundwater management, and irrigation water supply for eastern Arkansas. The assessment
concentrated on levels of proposed withdrawals from the White River for agricultural purposes to
replace the current reliance on groundwater withdrawals. Congress directed the Corps of
Engineers, through the Energy and Water Development and Appropriations Acts, to select and to
develop implementation plans for one area to serve as an agricultural water supply demonstration
project. The Grand Prairie project was selected because alluvial aquifer depletion is comparably
more severe in this area.

EPA rates this proposed action as "EC-2," i.e., EPA has "Environmental Concerns and
Requests Additional Information in the Final EIS." Although the DEIS appears to be
comprehensive, thorough, and to adequately address the impacts associated with the preferred
action and the alternatives, we have identified several environmental concerns that need to be
included in the Final EIS (FEIS) to complement and to more fully insure compliance with the
requirements of NEPA and the CEQ regulations. Our classification will be published in the
Federal Register according to our responsibility under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, to inform
the public of our views on proposed Federal actions.

Detailed comments are enclosed with this letter which more clearly identify our concerns

and the informational needs requested for incorporation into the FEIS. If you have any
questions, please contact Mike Jansky of my staff at (214) 665-7451 for assistance.

Recycled/Recyclable « Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Recydled Papar (40% Postconsumer)
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EPA appreciates the opportunity to review the DEIS. We request that you send our office
five copies of the FEIS at the same time that it is sent to the Office of Federal Activities, EPA,

401 M Street S.W., Washington, D.C. 20460.
Sincerely yours,

%j_ik 2

Robert D. Lawrence, Chief

Office of Planning and Coordination
Compliance Assurance and Enforcement Division

Enclosures
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DETAILED COMMENTS
DRAFT GENERAL REEVALUATION REPORT
AND
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
GRAND PRAIRIE AREA DEMONSTRATION PROJECT, EASTERN ARKANSAS

Background

The General Reevaluation Report (GRR) and Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the Grand Prairie, Arkansas, project area addresses the issues of water conservation,
groundwater management, and irrigation water supply for eastern Arkansas. Investigation
centered on levels of proposed withdrawals from the White River for agricultural purposes to
replace the current reliance on groundwater withdrawals. The GRR had several planning
objectives (p. DEIS-11). These include:

. Protect and preserve the alluvial aquifer

. Provide a supplemental water supply to meet the irrigation water needs of the
Grand Praine

Maximize the use of conservation

Enhance fish and wildlife habitat’

Restore native prairies

Minimize Cost/Maximize Output

The GRR considered 7 alternatives incorporating numerous structural and non-structural
measures to meet the planning objectives. Initial screening eliminated five of the alternatives, and
carried two ahead for further analysis (pp. EIS-13 and EIS-14). The two alternatives were the No
Action alternative and Alternative 7, the Import System Optimization alternative. Alternative 7
further consisted of a variety of water import levels, designated as Alternatives 7A through 7D
(pp. DEIS-14 and DEIS-15).

The DEIS presents five alternative plans as the final array of alternatives: the No Action
Alternative and Alternatives 7A through 7D. Alternatives 7A through 7D consider water
conservation measures, additional water storage, restoration of native prairie vegetation, and a
provision of additional waterfowl foraging habitat. However, each alternative plan considers a
different level of water import. Direct construction impacts are essentially the same for all plans,
but impacts and benefits to aquatic resources vary slightly. Economic costs and benefits vary with
each plan. The tentative selected plan (TSP) [equivalent to the Preferred Alternative] is also the
National Economic Development (NED) Plan (designated Alternative 7B) and includes:

. A 1,640 cubic feet per second (CFS) import pump system to divert water from the
White River

. Utilization of approximately 291 miles of existing streams and channels

. 184 miles of new canals



177 miles of new pipelines

120 weirs to be constructed in existing streams

Various hydraulic structures associated with a water delivery system (e.g., gated
check structures, wasteways, culverts, siphons, turnouts, bridges)

8,849 acres of new on-farm irrigation reservoirs for water storage

On-farm tail-water recovery systems

The annual flooding of 38,529 acres of harvested rice fields

Improvements in agricultural water use to achieve 70% efficiency (from current
levels of 60% efficiency

Proposed mitigation to compensate for impacts associated with construction of the import
system include:

193 acres of cleared land would be acquired in fee title and planted in upland
hardwood trees

243 acres of agricultural land would be acquired in fee title and planted in
bottomland hardwood trees

Potential restoration of prairie vegetation

Wildlife habitat management

The estimated cost of the TSP, including mitigation, is $270,512,000.

PROJECT DISCUSSION

Purpose and Need

The purpose and need of this DEIS centers around the findings that heavy agricultural use
has severely depleted the alluvial aquifer in the Grand Prairie region of eastern Arkansas.

Congress,

the Corps of Engineers, the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)

(cooperating agency), and the White River Regional Irrigation Water Distribution District (local
sponsor) are responding to the need for water conservation, ground water management strategies,
and irrigation water supply in the Grand Prairie (p. DEIS-10).

Evaluation of Alternatives

During the formation of plan alternatives, numerous structural and nonstructural measures
were evaluated. Alternative 1 is the No Action alternative or the future without-project condition.
Current data, including historical and current trends, well data, field observations, and ground
water modeling studies, indicate that depletion of the aquifer will continue at an alarming rate. It
is estimated that only 26.6% of the currently irrigated cropland will be irrigated by the year 2015
due to continued aquifer depletion (p. DEIS-12).

Alternatives 2A and 2B involved the construction of additional irrigation reservoirs
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without water conservation measures or an irrigation water import system (p. DEIS-12).
Alternative 2 (storage only) was dropped from further analysis because it was determined that
farmers were already capturing as much of the available surface water runoff as physically
possible. Constructing additional reservoirs would prevent existing reservoirs from being filled to
capacity and would increase evaporation and infiltration losses (p. DEIS-13).

Alternatives 3A and 3B consisted of various conservation measures and additional
irigation water storage (new reservoirs), but did not contain & water import system.
Conservation measures were designed to increase efficiency of irrigation water usage from 60%
to 70% (p. DEIS-12). Detailed economic analyses were performed on Alternative 3A. The
results revealed that Alternative 3A was not the economic optimum plan (NED plan) and
therefore alternatives 3A and 3B are not presented in the final array of alternatives (p.DEIS-13).

Alternatives 4A and 4B combined the conservation features contained in alternatives 3JA
and 3B with an import system using water diverted from the White River. The construction of
additional irrigation reservoirs was not included in alternatives 4A and 4B (pp. DEIS-12 and
DEIS-13). Studies conducted by the NRCS revealed that conservation efficiencies could not be
achieved without building additional storage reservoirs. Therefore, Alternative 4 (import system
and conservation without additional storage) was eliminated from further study (p. DEIS-13).

Alternatives 5A and 5B incorporated a combination of conservation measures, irrigation
water storage, and an import system with an 1,800 CFS pump station. These three basic plan
components were interrelated and functionally interdependent (p. DEIS-13). Alternative SA was
eliminated because it was designed for the original 394,475 acre project area. Alternative 5B was
eliminated because Alternative 7 is basically the same plan; however, Alternative 7 evaluates four
different import systems instead of just one (pp. DEIS-13 and DEIS-14).

Alternatives 6A and 6B also incorporated a combination of conservation measures,
irrigation water storage, and an import system with an 1,800 CFS pump station, similar to
Alternatives SA and SB. However, Alternatives 6A and 6B increased the amount of additional
water storage by 25% (p. DEIS-13). An analysis established that increased levels of irrigation
water storage above the optimum level identified by the NRCS were not economically feasible.
Therefore, Alternatives 6A and 6B were eliminated from further study (p. DEIS-14).

Alternative 7 incorporates a combination of conservation measures, irrigation water
storage, and an import system, and is basically the same plan as Alternative 5B, except that
Alternative 7 optimizes the import system. Prior alternatives were used to optimize the on-farm
components of the project (conservation measures and irrigation water storage). In order to
optimize the import system, on-farm components were held constant and four different import
systems were evaluated as separate alternatives.



The Final Array of Alternatives

The four variations of Alternative 7 and the No Action alternative (Alternative 1 or future
without-project condition) were selected for detailed analysis (p. EIS-13). Alternative 7 combines
the conservation measures contained in Alternative 3 with:

. An import pump system to divert water from the White River (alternatives address
1480-1900 CFS)

Utilization of approximately 291 miles of existing streams and channels

184 miles of new canals

177 miles of new pipelines

120 weirs to be constructed in existing streams

Various hydraulic structures associated with a water delivery system (e.g., gated
check structures, wasteways, culverts, siphons, turnouts, bridges)

8,849 acres of new on-farm irrigation reservoirs for water storage

On-farm tail-water recovery systems

The annual flooding of 38,529 acres of harvested rice fields

Improvements in agricultural water use to achieve 70% efficiency (from current
levels of 60% efficiency

Native prairie grasses and possibly some prairie forbs would potentially be planted within
the rights-of-way of the proposed irrigation canals. The potential planting area within these
rights-of-way totals approximately 3,000 acres (p. DEIS-14). Additional cropland acreage would
be managed for waterfowl within the project area under the auspices of the North American
Waterfowl Management Plan (p. DEIS-15).

Alternatives 7A through 7D all have the same characteristics listed above, with the
exception of differences in the import system design. This is due, in part, because the White River
cannot support unlimited withdrawals due to low flows and the institutional constraints of current
state law that was enacted to protect all users and the environment. Because of these constraints,
four different import levels were evaluated for economic optimization corresponding to the four
alternatives. On-farm components under Alternative 7 were held constant, irrigation water usage
efficiency was maintained at 70% and the storage level was held constant at 88,490 acre-feet
(8,949 acres of new reservoirs). Only the import levels were varied.

Under these conditions, Alternative 7A would obtain (p. DEIS-15):

A 1,480 CFS water import system

An average of 235,360 acre-feet of water from the White River

85.8% of the annual irrigation demand at year 2015

A supply of 304,102 acre-feet more water than future without-project conditions
A shortfall of 68, 331 acre-feet -
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Alternative 7B (TSP) would obtain (p. DEIS-15).

A 1,640 CFS water import system

An average of 243,900 acre-feet of water from the White River

87.6% of the annual irrigation demand at year 2015

A supply of 312,642 acre-feet more water than future without-project conditions
A shortfall of 59,791 acre-feet

Alternative 7C would obtain (p. DEIS-15):

. A 1,800 CFS water import system

. An average of 250,227 acre-feet of water from the White River

’ 88.9% of the annual irrigation demand at year 2015

. A supply of 318,969 acre-feet more water than future without-project conditions
. A shortfall of 53,464 acre-feet

Alternative 7D would obtain (p. DEIS-16):.

A 1,900 CFS water import system

An average of 256,368 acre-feet of water from the White River

90.2% of the annual irrigation demand at year 2015

A supply of 325,110 acre-feet more water than future without-project conditions
A shortfall of 47,323 acre-feet

Environmental Impacts of the Preferred Alternative and Proposed Mitigation Measures
Considered in the Draft EIS

The environmental impacts and associated proposed mitigation measures, if applicable, of
the TSP (Alternative 7B) are presented by media in this section. The media that this document
addresses include:

Rivers and Streams
Groundwater

Water Quality

Aquatic Resources
Bottomland Hardwood Forest
Upland Hardwood Forest
Timber

Wetlands

Prairie

Wildlife

State and Federal Holdings
Endangered and Threatened Species



Recreation

Agricultural Lands

Navigation

Cultural Resources

Noise

Air Quality

Aesthetic Value

Displacement of People

Community Cohesion

Local Government Finance, Tax Revenues, and Property Values
Displacement of Businesses and Farms
Public Services and Facilities
Community and Regional Growth
Employment

Rivers and Streams

Project-induced impacts to the White River would be confined within the reach from
Interstate 40 (mile 126.6) downstream to St. Charles (mile 57.0). Maximum stage reductions
would occur during summer/early fall when the tiver is low and irrigation demands are highest,
the maximum stage reduction, compared to existing conditions, would be approximately one foot
or less during this period. However, it is important to note that daily variability in river stages is
greater than predicted project changes in river stages. Changes in stage are almost immeasurable
during high-flow periods (p. DEIS-61).

The proposed action would utilize the existing tributary streams to distribute irrigation
water. Supplemental water would be provided to the tributary streams, and pools would be
maintained within these streams through the installation of numerous weirs. Therefore, this plan
would benefit fisheries within the tributary streams (p. DEIS-61).

Ground Water

This pian would preserve the alluvial aquifer. At year 2015 and beyond, annual
withdrawals from the aquifer would be limited to the long-term sustained yield (35,574 acre-feet)
which would allow recharge. It is likely that the State of Arkansas will begin limiting annual
withdrawals to the sustained yield several years prior to 2015 (p. DEIS-62).

Water Quality

Because water from the White River would be used in the delivery system, it is predicted
that all of the canals would receive some sediment deposition. However, most of the imported
sediment would be dropped in the inlet channel. For these reasons, there would be no detectable
sediment drop in receiving streams (p. DEIS-62).
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In addition to the sediment analysis, the Ground Water Institute at the University of
Memphis conducted studies during 1996 to determine the current water quality of area streams,
reservoirs, wells, and tailwater recovery systems. Congclusions from this study showed that
replacing irrigation well water with water diverted from the White River would have positive
effects on the farmland and receiving streams. For example, the imported water would have
lower hardness and alkalinity levels and slightly higher amounts of inorganics. This should
increase the long-term productivity of the land and have no adverse effects on existing streams
(pp. DEIS-62 and DEIS-63).

A water quality sampling program would need to be initiated as part of the environmental
management portion of the project. This sampling program should include sampling stations on
the main canal at turnout locations and other sites as needed (p. DEIS-63).

Aquatic Resources

Project impacts on aquatic resources were addressed in the Waterways Experiment
Station (WES) report, Effects of Grand Prairie Irrigation Project on Fishes of the White River
and Tributaries. Generally the proposed action is projected to produce positive impacts on
project area aquatic resources. This alternative would create 184 miles of new canals resulting in
8,560 fish habitat units (HUs) per month (one HU equals one acre-foot of prime fish habitat).
Development of the water delivery system would involve creation of 120 weirs in tributary
streams. All of these streams have been previously channelized and, generally, flows are
extremely low during the summer months. Additional water from the White River and the
pooling effect of the weirs would increase wetted area and habitat quality for fish. The WES
study also projected an increase of 4,328 fish HUs per month over existing conditions for project
area streams (p. DEIS-63).

Potential adverse impacts on aquatic resources are associated with pump entrainment of
larval fishes, stage reductions in the White River that could impact littoral habitat and connectivity
of oxbow lakes, and blockage of migratory pathways by construction of in-stream weirs. The
WES report indicated that these potential adverse impacts would be minimal (pp. DEIS-63 and
DEIS-64).

Bottomland Hardwood Forest

Under Alternative 7B, approximately 71 acres of bottomland hardwood forest would be
directly impacted by construction of water distribution system components (i.e., pump
station/inlet channel, canals, pipeline, weirs). Approximately 31 acres would be permanently
displaced by project features, and approximately 40 acres would be cleared but allowed to
reforest following construction. Two hundred and forty-three (243) acres of cleared agricultural
wetlands would be acquired and planted in selected bottomland hardwood trees to mitigate losses
to bottomland hardwoods and other wetlands (p. DEIS-65).



Upland Hardwood Forest

Approximately 14,940 acres of upland hardwood forest are contained within the project
area. Construction of the water distribution system would adversely impact approximately 124
acres. Permanently lost would be 54 acres and 70 acres would be cleared ior construction but not
permanently impacted. Of the 70 acres temporarily impacted, 28 acres in and bordering
Wattensaw Wildlife Management Area (WMA) would be replanted in selected upiand hardwood
tree species; and the remaining 42 acres would be allowed to regenerate naturally (p. DEIS-68).

In order to mitigate and offset project-induced losses to upland hardwoods, 193 acres of
cleared land would be acquired and planted in selected upland hardwood trees. It is assumed that
all on-farm irrigation reservoirs and conservation features would be constructed on agricultural
lands.

Timber

Approximately 195 acres of timber would be adversely impacted as a result of
constructing the water delivery system. Of the project-affected acreage, 110 acres would be
cleared but not permanently destroyed; 82 acres would be allowed to regenerate naturally and 28
acres would be replanted. As a result of delivery system construction, 85 acres of timberland
would be permanently lost. However, the project mitigation plan would include the acquisition
and reforestation of 436 acres of cleared land. It is assumed that all on-farm conservation features
and storage reservoirs would be constructed on agricultural lands (p. DEIS-69).

Wetlands

Construction of the water distribution system would result in the loss of approximately 24
acres of bottomland hardwoods, 7 acres of forested swamp, 30 acres of scrub/shrub swamp, 3
acres of marsh, and 64 acres of farmed wetlands. In addition, 57 acres of wetlands (35 acres of
bottomland hardwoods, § acres of forested swamp, 17 acres of scrub/shrub swamp) would be
temporarily impacted by project construction; these wetlands would be allowed to regenerate
following project construction. Approximately 243 acres of cleared agricultural wetlands would
be acquired and planted in bottomland hardwood trees to mitigate impacts to wetlands. It is
unlikely that withdrawals from the White River could adversely impact floodplain wetlands.
Moreover, desiccation of ground water wetlands along the White River within the southern
portion of the Grand Prairie could be halted or slowed through implementation of this alternative.
The DEIS assumed that all on-farm water distribution systems, conservation features, and
irrigation reservoirs would be constructed on non-wetland agricultural lands. In order for a
farmer to construct an on-farm project feature in a wetland, the farmer would have to apply for
and obtain an individual Section 404(b)X1) permit from the Corps of Engineers (p. EIS-69).



Prairie

Although efforts were made to avoid locating irrigation canals and pipelines in existing
prairie remnants, this alternative would impact native prairie at three locations. Canal 1000 would
cross the ANHC Railroad Prairie Natural Area approximately 2.3 miles west of DeValls Bluff,
Arkansas; this canal cannot be relocated due to topography. Canal 3200 would cross the Railroad
Prairie approximately 2.0 miles west of Hazen, Arkansas;, however, adverse impacts to the prairie
will be minimal at this locale because Canal 3200 would be routed primarily through a highly
disturbed portion of the old railroad right-of-way and would diagonally cross Highway 70. Also,
Canal 4500 would traverse the privately owned Fairmount Prairie. No more than four acres of
prairie would be lost as a result of this alternative (p. DEIS-70).

Furthermore, native prairie grasses (i.e., big bluestem, little bluestern, switchgrass,
Indiangrass) and possibly some prairie forbs, would be planted in the irrigation canal rights-of-
way. These rights-of-way would afford an area of approximately 3,000 acres for the potential
establishment of native prairie vegetation. Since prairie restoration can be costly and time
consuming, experimental plantings of these grasses must be conducted to determine the
appropriate planting methodology and associated costs. The results of this experimentation
would be used to ascertain the actual acreage that could be planted in prairie grasses (p. DEIS-
70).

wildlife

Approximately 118 acres of valuable wildlife habitat would be permanently impacted as a
result of this plan. In addition, approximately 127 acres would be temporarily impacted as a result
of vegetative clearing for construction purposes (p. DEIS-71).

The Habitat Evaluation System (HES), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (1980), was
employed to calculate habitat quality indices (HQIs) for significant wildlife habitat types in the
project area. The HQIs were determined for existing conditions and projected for future
conditions. A habitat unit value (HUV) was calculated as a product of habitat quantity and HQL
for each habitat type within the project area. Annualized HUV losses would occur in upland
hardwood forest, bottomland hardwood forest, forested swamp, scrub/shrub swamp, and marsh.
Some of the losses would be partially regained through vegetative regeneration within portions of
the rights-of-way. Also, hardwood regeneration would occur on spoil piles and cleared portions
of rights-of-wey associated with weir construction. However, a total loss of 104 annualized
HUVs would occur as a result of Alternative 7B; 436 acres of cleared land would be acquired and
reforested to mitigate this loss of annualized HUVs (pp .DEIS-72 and DEIS-73).

State and Federal Holdings

The proposed action would not impact the Stuttgart National Aquaculture Research
Center (SNARC) or the Rice Research and Extension Center (RREC). However, construction of
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the pipeline would impact approximately 30 acres of upland hardwood forest within the southern
boundary of Wattensaw WMA. Of the impacted acreage, 6.5 acres would be permanently lost
and an additional 23.5 acres would be cleared for construction purposes; the 23.5 acres would be
replanted in selected upland hardwood trees. Canals 1000 and 3200 would impact the Railroad
Prairie Natural Area at two locations; approximately two acres of this natural area would be lost
due to construction of the canals. Land and Water Conservation Act Funds were used to
purchase the Railroad Prairie Natural Area; therefore, the Memphis District is coordinating
(through the Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission and Arkansas Department of Parks and
Tourism) property conversion approval and selection of suitable replacement property with the
National Park Service. The White River floodplain wetlands within the two federal refuges would
not be adversely impacted by this plan (p. DEIS-74).

Endangered and Threatened Species

The bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is a federally listed threatened species that
utilizes the study area. One endangered fish, pallid sturgeon (Scaphirhynchus albus), could
potentially occur within the White River; and one endangered mussel, pink mucket pearly mussel
(Lampsilis abrupta), is known to inhabit the study area reach of the White River. Also, two other
endangered mussels, Curtic pearly mussel (Epioblasma flotentina curtisi) and fat pocketbook
pearly mussel (Potamilus capax), are reported to have historically occurred in the White River.
However, these musseis have not been collected in recent surveys and it is unlikely that they still
exist in the White River (p. DEIS-52).

This alternative should not adversely impact the pallid sturgeon. Pallid sturgeon rarely
inhabit areas other than main channels of turbid rivers; therefore, slight reductions in surface water
elevations should not impact this fish.

The pink mucket pearly mussel does not occur at depths less than approximately 10 feet
below the water surface at low water; therefore, no adverse impacts to this mussel should occur
as a result of this plan. Prior to construction of the pump station inlet channe, mussels would be
removed from the portion of the White River within the construction impact zone and released in
other areas of the river with suitable habitat.

The bald eagle presently occurs within the study area only as a transient species. No
significant impacts to fisheries within the White River and adjacent oxbow lakes are anticipated,
and no significant tree loss would occur near the White River. Therefore, no adverse impacts to
the bald eagle are projected (p. DEIS-75).

Recreation

The flooding of approximately 38,529 acres of harvested rice fields each winter would
generate 28,769 waterfowl hunter-days annually; it is estimated that approximately $860,760
would be expended annually on waterfowl hunting within the project area. In comparison with
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future without-project conditions, this represents an annual increase of 15,023 waterfowl hunting
man-days and $449,480 in related expenditures over the 50-year project life of this study.

There is insufficient site specific data for estimating hunter-days and economic values for
other forms of recreation. It is probable that losses in habitat value associated with construction
of the water distribution system would adversely impact hunting of woodland wildlife species and
some forms of non-consumptive recreation (¢.g., bird watching), however, any impacts should be
slight and offset by the mitigation plan (i.e,, reforestation of cleared lands).

The minor loss of Habitat Units should not significantly impact sportfishing on the White
River, and oxbow lake fishing would not be impacted. Furthermore, construction of the irrigation
canals and reservoirs would provide additional fishing opportunities within the project area
(p. DEIS-76).

Agricultural Lands

Construction of the water distribution system and associated storage system would result
in the loss of approximately 3,795 acres of agricultural lands. Of the acreage lost, approximately
3,695 acres would be prime and unique farmland and 77 acres would be farmland of statewide
and local importance. In addition, it is estimated that 8,849 acres of on-farm irrigation reservoirs
would be constructed in agricultural lands; however, the exact locations of these reservoirs have
not yet been determined. Although cropland would be lost as a result of this plan, the overali
benefits to agriculture would overshadow the direct impacts associated with construction.

At year 2015 and beyond, 209,046 acres of cropland would be irrigated each year; this is
155,092 more acres than could be irrigated under future without-project conditions during the
same time period. Under future without project conditions, approximately 77% (184,753 acres) of
the presently irrigated cropland would be converted to dryland agriculture by the year 2015. Only
about 12% (29,661 acres) of the presently irrigated cropland would be converted to dryland
agriculture under Alternative 7B. By the year 2015, only 694 acres would remain in aquaculture
(i.e., catfish and bait fish farming). However, this plan would provide an estimated 2,689 acres of
aquaculture ponds (p. DEIS-77).

Cultural Resources

Surveyed portions identified 162 historic and prehistoric sites in the project area. Prior to
project construction, any unsurveyed portions of project rights-of-way would be surveyed; and
testing would be conducted to determine if any cultural resources sites are significant (i.e., eligible
for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places). Any significant sites, must be avoided
during construction or mitigated before construction in the immediate vicinity of the sites is
initiated (p. DEIS-78). Cultural resources impact are being coordinated with the State Historic
Preservation Officer.
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Noise

Noise would increase during initial construction due to equipment operation. Following
construction, noise levels should return to normal over most of the project area. However, noise
would increase in the vicinity of the pump station during operation of the pumps. It is highly
probable that totally electric pumps would be used instead of diesel pumps or electrical pumps
powered by diesel generators; use of totally electric pumps would significantly reduce noises
associated with the pump station (p. DEIS-79).

Air Quality

Machinery emissions and airborne dust during construction and maintenance activities
would slightly degrade air quality. However, it is anticipated that project-related impacts to air
quality would be minor and of short duration (p. DEIS-79). No significant impacts are
anticipated.

Aesthetic Value

Vegetative clearing associated with construction of the import system would reduce the
aesthetic value of the project area. The construction of canal levees and other features would
alter the appearance of the landscape; however, establishment of native prairie vegetation within
the canal rights-of-ways should offset and mitigate the adverse impacts associated with
construction of project features.

Displacement of People

This alternative would not result in the displacement of people. However, it could halt or
significantly lessen the displacement of the area’s residents expected under future without-project
conditions. Under future with-project conditions, the area’s income would be greatly enhanced
over the levels expected without the project, thereby preventing the expected loss of area
employment (pp. DEIS-79 and DEIS-80).

Community Cohesion

Concern is present within the project area relative to the project sponsor’s plans for
taxation to finance its share of the project cost. Some landowners question the present need for
the project and are opposed to additional taxes. Other landowners are concerned over providing
the necessary rights-of-way for project construction. No additional impacts to community
cohesion are anticipated (p. DEIS-80).
Local Government Finance, Tax Revenues, and Property Values

This alternative would halt or significantly reduce the erosion of property values and tax
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base expected under future without-project conditions thereby maintaining revenues from taxes to
the local government eatities (p. DEIS-80).

Displacement of Businesses and Farms

No businesses or farms are expected to be displaced cither directly or indirectly as a result
of this alternative. The area’s agricultural income would be greatly enhanced over the levels
expected without the project which would maintain the profitability of the area’s businesses and
farms. This alternative would stop displacement of the area’s businesses or farms expected under
future without-project conditions (p. DEIS-80).

Public Services and Facilities

This alternative would prevent the erosion of property values and corresponding decrease
in tax base expected under future without-project conditions. This would maintain the area’s
ability to provide such basic public services as education, police protection, and roads and bridges
(p. DEIS-80).

Community and Regional Growth

This alternative would not contribute appreciably to community and regional growth.
However, it would prevent the declines expected in the region’s economy under future without-
project conditions. It would maintain the area’s agricultural and agricultural related production,
farms and businesses, income, employment, tax base, public services, and urban and rural
population necessary to maintain the area’s economy at present levels (p. DEIS-81).

Employment

This alternative would prevent the expected declines in agricultural and agricultural related
employment along with any decreases in secondary empioyment expected under future without-
project conditions. There would also be some opportunities for new employment associated with
project construction, operation, and maintenance (p. DEIS-81).

Agency Coordination/Consultation on Federal Cross-Cutting Laws

The GRR and DEIS discuss agency coordination and consultations that have occurred or
are planned to occur. Volume 9, Appendix C, Section VI contains copies of consultation
correspondence with state and Federal agencies.

GENERAL COMMENTS:

The Draft General Reevaluation Report and DEIS provides a general description of the
proposed Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project for Eastern Arkansas. Although a



14

detailed economic analysis is provided, a corresponding in-depth environmental analysis of

project effects is not contained within the document. The DEIS need strengthening in the

following areas (see detailed comments in the following section):

> The format of the document is confusing. The DEIS does not provide a substantive
analysis of alternatives other than the preferred (TSP) alternative. Differences between
the alternatives have not been adequately assessed. In particular, the varying effects of
the alternative levels of White River withdrawals should be addressed.

> The specifics of the proposed activities (details on pumps, pipelines, canals, and
associated structures) have not been addressed in the DEIS. The specific environmental
effects of the project’s construction and implementation should be fully assessed in the
FEIS.

A number of resource areas are either not evaluated at all in the DEIS or are only
briefly described, including Geology and Soils, Transportation, Land Use, Noise,
Visual and Aesthetic, and Utilities. The FEIS should provide explanation for those
resources that were not addressed in the document.

> In general, impacts to water quality and aquatic resources need to be more detailed.
For example, turbidity impacts to the White River and tributary streams should be fully
analyzed as a function of the proposed water distribution system’s throughput.
SPECFIC COMMENTS:
Clean Air Act
«“Coordination of the DEIS will bring project into full compliance” (p. DEIS-6, Table 1-
1). The DEIS does not specifically indicate whether a general conformity analysis is required.
Please clarify in the FEIS.
Clean Water Act Section 402(p)
The DEIS does not address whether NPDES permits are expected to be necessary for the
proposed activities. Non-point agricultural run-off is not addressed in the document.
Please address in the FEIS.
Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA)

The DEIS does not indicate that the SDWA is applicable in regards to the White River
and the proposed action. Please clarify in the FEIS.
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Endangered Species Act, Section 7

There are two Federally listed endangered species that occur within the project area
(White River). The bald eagle (Federally threatened) is a transient species but no nests are known
to occur within the study areas. The GRR states that “All project-related matters concerning these
species were coordinated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.” (GRR, p. 21. Also see p. 36
and Volume 9, Appendix C, Section VI coordination correspondence).

The DEIS states that “None of the proposed plans would harm any threatened or
endangered species or their critical habitat.” (p. DEIS-3, Section 1.6)

The DEIS makes no mention of any state-listed threatened or endangered species. Please
address in the FEIS.

The National Historic Preservation Act, Section 106

Surveys conducted for the GRR and DEIS identified 162 historic and pre-historic
structures. (p. DEIS-58, Section 5.79). No specific Section 106 consultations are apparent.
Please address the cultural resource issue and coordination requirements with the State Historic
Preservation Officer in the FEIS..

Native American Tribal Government Consultations

Copies of the GRR/DEIS were provided to representatives of two tribal governments.
If there are any issues, please address in the FEIS.

Environmental Justice Analysis

Over the past two decades, there has been increasing concern over environmental impacts
in minority and low-income populations. To address these concerns, President Clinton signed
Executive Order 12898, "Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice (EJ) in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations” (hereafter, EO) on February 11, 1994.

NEPA mandates that Federal agencies fully consider environmental factors when
proposing activities, programs, and policies which have the potential to significantly affect the
human environment. Although social and economic impacts have always been a consideration in
NEPA reviews, the Executive Order highlights the necessity to better integrate the consideration
of human health, social, and economic effects into the NEPA process. The EO calls for collection
and analysis of information on race, national origin, income level and other appropriate
information for areas surrounding projects that have expected environmental, heaith and economic
effect on those populations. We have enclosed a copy of the EPA Final guidance on NEPA
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implementation of the EO and to assist you in your analysis.. Please document your EJ analysis
in the FEIS.

Analysis of Alternatives

The DEIS analyzes the TSP to a much greater extent than the other alternatives and often
states that impacts associated with all of the alternatives are identical. The DEIS does not
evaluate the impacts associated with increasing the amount of withdrawn water under each
alternative (i.¢., an 8.64% increase in the amount of water between 1480 CFS and 1620 CFS, and
a 14.74% increase between 1620 CFS and 1900 CFS). An alternative-specific analysis of water
withdrawals from the White River should be included in the FEIS.

DEIS Contents

Neither the DEIS nor Appendix C (Environmental) contain a list of abbreviations and
acronyms. Such a list would help the general public and other reviewers by improving the
readability of the document. Please include in the FEIS.

DEIS Citations

Citation of appendices was not done consistently throughout the DEIS. Appendices to the
GRR should be specified in the FEIS where relevant.

Land Use

The DEIS does not adequately discuss the patchwork of private and public lands in the
project area that would be impacted by the TSP. The FEIS should address how jurisdictional or
boundary issues will be addressed in the TSP, including specifics on easements, purchases, or
other plans for ensuring that privately held lands will be available for the project.

Mitigations

The DEIS does not provide specific time periods and deadlines for the implementation of
mitigation measures, relative to project implementation. Please incorporate mitigation timeliness
in the FEIS.

DEIS Format

The format of the DEIS is confusing and it may be difficult for the public to
determine exactly what actions are being proposed, and the probable environmental impacts of
these actions. At a minimum, the FEIS should provide a timeline of the various plans, clearly
identify active alternatives for the purposes of NEPA analysis, and maintain consistent
terminology throughout the document. For example, area maps in Appendix C, Section VII:



17

Habitat (Wetland) Maps should be referenced where appropriate and other findings presented
in the appendices should be referenced consistently.

White River Dredging

The FEIS should address the proposed action’s potential for increased dredging
requirements of the White River necessitated by the anticipated water withdrawals.

Projected Water Demands

The FEIS should address whether withdrawals from tributary streams for agricultural
purposes are expected to increase in the future to address the projected shortfall in water
resources anticipated under 7B (59,791 acre-feet/yr at 2015 and beyond); and whether these
withdrawals will exceed the benefits of supplemental water that would be provided under the
proposed project.

Flow Evaluation

The FEIS should address the Game & Fish Commission letter requesting the Corps
complete a comprehensive in-stream flow evaluation on the White River near DeVall’s Bluff.

Impacts on Tributary Streams

The DEIS states that “supplemental water will be provided to the tributary streams...”
but does not specifically state what quantities would be transferred to specific tributaries under
the proposed action. These quantities are crucial to determining impacts to individual tributaries.
Please clarify in the FEIS.

Groundwater

The DEIS states that the TSP would “preserve the alluvial aquifer” but gives
insufficient data to support this conclusion. For accuracy, the FEIS should state that
implementation of the TSP alone will not “preserve the alluvial aquifer” since limits on
withdrawals from the aquifer is a state decision. In addition, issues related to agricultural interests
that elect not to participate in the program should be addressed.

Water Quality

The FEIS should address the water quality impacts on the White River of the
construction of the pump station and inlet channel proposed for water withdrawals. Specifically,
the analysis should address increased tusbidity and impacts on downstream fisheries as a result
of the construction and potential maintenance dredging required by the project.
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Irrigation System Dewatering

The FEIS should address the frequency in which the proposed irrigation system is
expected to be dewatered, and the potential impacts on tributary streams of these events.

Cumulative Water Quality Impacts

The FEIS should address the cumulative impacts on White River water quality due to
the planned realignment of Highway 70 in the vicinity of the proposed pumping station and the
construction of a new bridge over the White River.

Sediment Loading and Future Dredging

The DEIS does not address projected sediment loadings on tributary streams based
on the different flow rates (ranging from 1480-1900 CFS) corresponding to the
different alternatives and whether future dredging of tributary streams is projected to be
necessary. Please address in the FEIS.

Aquatic Resources
The DEIS does not fully address or analyze the concerns expressed by a state commission

about the potential impact of weirs on the hydrology of riparian plant communities. Please
address this issue in the FEIS.

Zebra Mussel Impacts

The FEIS should address the potential impacts of the widespread introduction of
zebra mussels into tributary streams as a result of the proposed project.

Timber

The figures for forest acreage within the project area are not consistent between the
two references within the GRR. (p. 11: 42, 313; p. 20: 41,957). Please clarify in the FEIS.

Bottomland Hardwood Forest Mitigation Allowances

Mitigation measures include acquiring 243 acres to mitigate impacts to bottom land
hardwoods. The 243 acres was calculated in the Habitat Evaluation System (HES) which
included bottom land hardwoods, forested swamps, scrub/shrub, and marsh lands. The DEIS
does not, however, stipulate how much of the 243 acres will be available specifically for
bottomland hardwood revegetation. Please clarify in the FEIS.
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Timber Section Distinction

The DEIS does not explain the relationship between the bottomland and upland
hardwood sections and the timber section. In this case, the timber section is an overview
and totaling of the impacts and mitigation of the previous sections and presents no new data.
Please address in the FEIS.

Wetlands

The GRR and DEIS should be consistent in characterization of estimated wetlands losses
due to the proposed activities. GRR p. 54 states that there would be a “loss of approximately 245
acres of wildlife habitat and 121 acres of wetlands.” GRR p. 89 states that wetlands impacts are
expected to be: “64 acres lost; 57 acres temporarily impacted”; consistent with p. DEIS-23.
Appendix C, p. IV-4 states that “construction of the project would result in the loss of
approximately 128 acres of wetlands. In addition, it is estimated that 57 acres of wetlands would
be temporarily impacted.” Please clarify in the FEIS.

Endangered and Threatened Species

The DEIS should address possible impacts to the Federally listed endangered species
Interior Least Tern, as indicated in the USFWS correspondence of May 8, 1998. Consultation
on this matter should be incorporated in the FEIS.

Bald Eagle Nests

The DEIS states that “no significant tree loss would occur near the White River” but does
not address whether the area proposed for clearing coincides with any temporary bald eagle nests
locations. Please address in the FEIS.

Recreation

The DEIS states that the flooding of additional acreage of harvested rice fields would
generate additional waterfowl hunter-days and related expenditures (pp. DEIS-75 to DEIS-T76,
Section 6.73). These figures assume public access to these lands, which is not consistent with the
statement that the USFWS “have noted that the general public would not have access to hunt
waterfowl on these lands.” (p. DEIS-4, Section 1.13). Please clarify in the FEIS.

Agricultural Lands

The FEIS should address the erosional impacts of the proposed action, specifically on
tributary streams due to the additional water from the White River that “would provide minimum
summer water levels that are substantially higher than existing summer levels.”
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Navigation

This resources ares is not adequately evaluated in the DEIS. The increased movement
of commodities, which are projected to rise 98 percent by the year 2056 (page DEIS-57), and the
increased need for capacity are not evaluated in relation to the TSP. Please address in the FEIS.

Cultural Resources

The GRR and DEIS are inconsistent in numbers of sites identified through the cultural
resources survey. Please clarify in the FEIS.

Air Quality Analysis

The DEIS states conclusions regarding air quality impacts without providing
analytical or modeling support for them. In particular, construction impacts on air quality for the
lifespan of the construction project should be fully addressed. :

Cumulative Impacts

The FEIS should identify other current and proposed withdrawals from the White
River and provide analysis of the cumulative impacts of these withdrawals on flow rates,
particularly during annual low flow periods and drought periods. For example, the proposed
action is only one of five proposed projects in the area, including two that would withdraw
water from the White River. The FEIS should evaluate rivershed-wide cumulative impacts,
particularly under drought conditions.

Construction

The GRR states that “A plan will be developed which identifies procedures to avoid
and/or minimize adverse construction impacts™. Such impacts should be identified and analyzed
in the FEIS, and potential mitigations identified in order for the public and reviewing agencies to
have complete information on the impacts of the proposed activities. Issues that should be
analyzed include duration of specific construction projects, numbers and source of workers,
socioeconomic impacts of construction, transportation, impacts on local businesses, air quality,
and soils and erosion.
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September 18, 1998
Commander
Memphis District Corps of Engineers
167 North Main Street, B-202
Memphis, TN 38103-1894

Re: Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study (EARCS), Grand Prairie Area
Demonstration Project (GPADP), Draft General Reevaluation Report and Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

Dear Sir:

| write on behalf of the Arkansas Chapter of the Sierra Club, we appreciate you
providing us with a copy of the subject studies and an opportunity for us to comment.
More time would have been helpfu!l in evaluating the study. Never the less, the
Chapter has some general observations which we would like to place in the record at
this time. '

First of all, it seems that the economic analysis, which uitimately must be the
justification for this project, is flawed.

It appears that the only economic costs considered are those related to the
money outlays associated with construction and maintenance of the irrigation project
and associated conservation efforts. -Stated differently, no economic value is placed
on the water to be relocated by this irrigation project.  An assumption that the water to
be transported has no economic value in its original location would seem to be
unjustified, economically speaking, especially as navigation interest are already seeking
a dredging project to deepen the channel of the White river over much of its length. A
valid economic approach would seek to determine the increase in value if any of the
water imparted by its relocation and compare that increase to the cost of performing the
relocation.

Analysis of indirect economic cost and benefits are similarly flawed. While the
report notes the loss of some valuable wildlife habitat, this appears to relate only to
discrete locations that will be destroyed in construction of the pipeline and not to the
diffuse impacts that might result in the area from which the water is being extracted. It
is difficult to believe that extraction of substantial waters from the White river will not
impact wildlife habitat in the basin at large. If so your study does not appear to account
for this loss. In short, it appears that your study simply assumes no economic value
(direct or indirect) for the water in its current location and this is simply not a reasonabie

assumption.

On the flip side, the direct economic benefits appear to be based on the market
value of the crop (rice) presumed to be produceable. This again appears to be an
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oversimplification and an invalid economic approach. The choice here is not likely
between the production of rice and the production of nothing.  Without the irrigation
project, there are doubtless other crops that could be grown on a sustainable basis. It
is only the difference that should be claimed as a benefit. Likewise, the study seems to
assume that additionai flooded acreage in the irrigated area is beneficial to wildlife
(water fowl) without in fact establishing that there is currently a shortage of flooded
fields during the relevant seasons.

Finally on the economic front, crop prices and capital costs have been
determined by utilizing snapshot data prevailing at a specific point in time, rather than a
relevant historical average. This appears to be of particular importance since the cost
benefit ratios generated in your study, even with the above flaws, appear to be
marginal.’

These flaws aside, the Chapter's greatest concemn is the potential for
widespread adverse environmental impacts. The Chapter is concerned that the
environmental analysis in this instance is being performed in isolation and does not
consider other planned activities, inciuding other irrigation projects, and a proposal to
dredge the White River. A study which does not include all relevant factors is
fundamentally flawed and provides an inadequate basis for rational decision-making.
Likewise, a failure to consider widespread diffuse impacts and future demands on these
water resources flaws the reports environmental analysis.

Finally, we are not satisfied that the report demonstrates an adequate
consideration of all conceivable alternative approaches to solving the aquifer depletion
problem in the area of interest. Reforestation to enhance aquifer recharge is not
discussed, nor more glaringly is resorting to alternative crops that are less water-
intensive.

The Chapter recognizes the importance of agriculture to the State's delta region.
However, in the long run, methods and practices must be developed that are
sustainable. Many of the conservation and land impoundment methodologies
addressed in your study, if adopted earlier, couid have forestalled the aquifer-depletion
crisis which this irrigation project is intended to address. These efforts and a reduction
in rice acreage could solve it at not expense to the public or the environment.

Aquifer depletion is a problem that extends beyond the area to be irrigated by
this demonstration project. If sustainable practices are not to be encouraged as the
solution of choice in this area how can we urge them as a solution in the next, and
where will the water for that area come from and at what cost to the tax payer and the

environment?

In the Chapter's view, it is highly unlikely that a public subsidy, in the form of
transplanting water from one area of the State to another, in order 1o support

" it is also unclear whether your economic analysis takes into account the possibility that the desired
volumes of water will not be removable under State law. |F the river level will not allow irrigation what will
this do to the economic viability of the project and how will the water be rationed?

'nva\\:-dnve\bruce\s-erra\:orrespondence\qrand pramne Itr §-18-98.doc
9/1B/98:5.12 PM.2
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unsustainable agricultural practices, can be justified economically, and removing water
from the White river basin and putting it on rice fields will almost certainly represent a
net loss from an environmental and wildlife habitat standpoint.

Whether this is the case or not, it is important that public policy on this mater be
based on a balanced, thorough, and objective consideration of all relevant economic
and environmental issues. The above mentioned flaws raise questions about whether
the subject report can provide that decision making foundation.

We look forward to hearing from you with regard to your response to these
remarks, and an opportunity to comment further_gtgny public hearing that may be heid.

ames Bruce McMath
Chapter Chair

JBM/lke
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NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION
GULF STATES NATURAL RESOURCE CENTER (512) 346-3934

NATIONAL 4505 Spicewood Springs Road, Suite 300 FAX (512) 346-3709

WILDLIFE Austin, Texas 78759

FEDERATION®
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September 21, 1998

Commander

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Memphus District

167 North Main Street, B-202
Memphis, TN 38103-1894

RE:  Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project (GPADP), Draft General Reevaluation Report
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

Dear Sir:

The National Wildlife Federation (NWF) is the nation’s largest non-profit conservation
organization, with more than 4 million members and supporters, 46 state affiliate organizations,
and eight regional offices. NWF’s Gulf States Natural Resource Center conducts advocacy and
education programs in Arkansas, Mississippi, Louisiana and Texas focused particularly on
protection and conservation of wetlands and wildlife habitat.

NWF has recently become aware of several projects proposed in the White River basin in
Arkansas which have the potential, individually and cumulatively, to threaten some of the most
important bottomland hardwoods and other wetlands in the southeastern United States. These
projects include the Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project (GPADP), additional irngation
projects under study as part of the Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study (EARCS), and
a navigation improvement project on the White River.

NWF is greatly concerned that withdrawals of water from the White River and its tributaries for
irrigation purposes will dramatically change the existing hydrology of the region and damage
important bottomland and riverine ecosystems. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement and
related documents prepared for the Grand Prairie project fail to address in sufficient detail a
number of important resource issues. These include:

1. Ecological and water quality impacts of converting existing and natural drainages and
wetlands to conduits and reservoirs for the project;
2. Effects on the White River National Wildlife Refuge of toxic metals, nutrients, pesticides

and other contaminants that may be carried by irrigation waters into the system and
subsequently into the Refuge; '
3 Impacts of water withdrawals from the River on minimum stream flows necessary to



support fishery resources;

4. Effects on the Lagrue Bayou mussel beds;

5. Lack of specific and enforceable mitigation and conservation measures (the project relies
heavily on voluntary measures).

While the Grand Prairie project alone raises serious environmental issues, these cannot be
properly evaluated independently of the other irrigation and navigation projects under
consideration. The potential cumulative impact of these projects is substantial and could affect
wildlife habitat and natural communities throughout eastern Arkansas. NWF is specifically
concerned that taken together these projects will destroy diverse wetlands throughout the region,
harm fish and wildlife populations, cause shifts in vegetative communities, reduce water quality,
and threaten the health of the White River National Wildlife Refuge.

The National Environmental Policy Act and regulations adopted by the Council on
Environmental Quality recognize the federal government’s duty to consider cumulative impacts of
proposed actions. The Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project, the other irrigation projects
contemplated in the Eastern Arkansas Study, and the proposed navigation project will cause
cumulative impacts as defined by the CEQ regulations. A cumulative environmental impact
analysis therefore must be conducted for the affected region which fully evaluates the ecological,
hydrological, water quality and other impacts of all proposed projects, which demonstrates how
impacts to wetlands will be avoided, and identifies specifically how mitigation will be ensured for
all unavoidable wetlands losses. This cumulative EIS must be completed and reviewed before
final approval of any of the study projects.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Please include my office on your mailing
list for all materials and information related to these and any other irrigation and navigation
projects in eastern Arkansas.

Sincerely,

)

Susan Rieff
Senior Director, Guif States Natural Resource Center
National Wildlife Federation



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
1500 Museum Road, Suite 105
Conway, Arkansas 72032

October 5, 1998

Colonel Daniel W. Krueger
District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
167 North Main St., Room B202
Memphis, TN 38103-1894

Dear Colonel Krueger:

The Fish and Wildlife Service {Service) has reviewed the information contained in the Eastern
Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study, Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project (GPADP),
draft General Reevaluation Report (GRR) and Environmental Impact Statement, along with your
letter dated July 29, 1998. A copy of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report, dated May
1998, was included in the draft GRR. Our comments are submitted in accordance with the Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661-667¢.).

The purpose of the study is to determine the feasibility of plans for groundwater protection and
conservation, agricultural water supply, and waterfow! management, as well as other related
improvements for the Grand Prairie region in €ast central Arkansas. It is projected that continued
withdrawals at the current rate could deplete the alluvial aquifer within the next twenty ycars.

The Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 1996 reauthorized the Grand Prairie Region

and Bayou Meto Basin, Arkansas Project to include groundwater protection and conservation,
agricultural water supply, and waterfowl management.

The GPADP offers a partial solution to the escalating problem of pumping from the area’s
aquifer. If carefully planned and executed the project would have limited impacts on the area’s
resources and help slow the depletion of the aquifer. In addition, certain design features would
create a net gain in benefits to ducks and shorebirds as well as increasing the prairie remnant
areas. Some of the stated goals of the GPADP include:

1. The annual flooding of 38,529 acres of harvested rice fields for ducks. Providing an
additional 12,275,949 duck-use-days per year.
2. An increase in on-farm storage and other water conservation methods. According to the

draft GRR and EIS, an additional 8,849 acres of cropland would be converted to on-farm



storage reservoirs, providing 88,493 acre-feet of storage capacity. In addition, there
would be an increase in the number of taiiwater recovery systems.

3. Reduction in the amount of water pumped from the aquifer for agricultural use.
4. Re-establishment of native prairie vegetation within the rights-of-way of new irrigation
channels.

Throughout the draft GRR and EIS these goals are repeated and data is presented showing how
the project would reduce the amount of water pumped from the aquifer for irrigation. However,
we are concerned about the implementation of some project features since several of the key
components of the project are based on voluntary participation. One of these components is on-
farm water management, which is necessary for the GPADP to be successful. Yet the draft GRR
states that the building and management of tailwater recovery systems, reservoirs, and/or reduced
aquifer pumping is voluntary. Some form of water conservation should be made a mandatory
part of the project requirement for participants. It is also important to note that tailwater
recoveries and reservoirs, built as part of the GPADP, would not be required to be located on
agricultural land. This raises concerns for additional wetland impacts. Flooding cropland to
provide waterfowl feeding and resting areas is another part of the project which would be done
on a voluntary bases.

Other points of concern are recreation, mitigation, and water quality issues. Though the Service
and the Corps of Engineers (Corps) are within nine acres on our mitigation estimates, there is a
important difference of opinion on the amount, duration, and type of management needed for the
project’s mitigation.

A water quality survey was included in the draft GRR and EIS. However, the Service still has
concerns over water quality issues that could occur during the life of the project. We recommend
that a contaminants monitoring program be made part of the GPADP.

Specific Comments:
GRR, Main Report, pg. 68

In the on-farm storage discussion section of this page several assumptions are stated. “The new
reservoirs are assumed to be located on lands identified for soybean production and are equally
distributed throughout the project area.” and that “an additional 8,849 acres of cropland will be
converted to on-farm storage reservoirs.” Yet in the GRR, NRCS On-farm Report (appendix A,
pg. 59), it clearly states that participation in the on-farm program will be voluntary. The
landowner would make the final decision on what conservation practices he would (or would
not) practice or install. In addition, the land owner would have the final decision on the
operation of any on-farm irrigation system. The Service believes for the project to be successful
that water conservation measures such as tailwater recovery systems, reservoirs, and/or reduced
aquifer pumping must be made a mandatory part of the project for all participants.



EIS 4 Paragraph 1.13

The project as designed would not provide recreational opportunities to the general public.

There are project features to flood cropland for waterfowl on private lands, but the general public
would have no access to these areas. Although the Corps has stated, “recreational development
is a low budgetary priority under the current Corps policy”, the Service still recommends that
you actively pursue the possibility of purchasing and/or enhancing additional wildlife habitat for
public use within the project area. Plans and designs of such areas should be developed in a
cooperative effort with the Service, Corps, and Arkansas State Game and Fish Commission.

EIS 5 Paragraph 1.14

There are some concerns about the height and piacement of some of the one hundred and twenty
weirs that would be constructed in existing tributaries as part of this project. The elevation
differences of a number of the weirs and top banks of their respective channels is sometimes as
little as one foot. Poor design consideration and weir placement could cause the pooled water to
adversely impact the riparian plant communities of these tributaries. It was recommended that-
additional investigations be conducted to determine which of the weirs need to be redesigned or

moved in order to avoid adverse impacts t0 sensitive areas.
EIS 75 Paragraph 6.73

In this section, under recreation, the Corps states that “the flooding of 38,529 acres of harvested
rice fields each winter would generate 28,769 waterfowl hunting man-days annually...” Yet, 1n
the NRCS On-farm Report (pg 59), it states that “participation in the on-farm program will be
voluntary.” The flooding of agricultural land for waterfowl feeding and resting areas should be
made a mandatory part of the project, with waterfowl rest areas identified and incorporated into
the project design.

EIS 94 Paragraph 8.13

Though the Service and the Corps employed different methods to analyze the projects impacts to
wildlife habitat, and to determine compensaiory mitigation requirements, there were only nine
acres difference between the mitigation estimates. However, the Corps has stated that their
mitigation requirements were determined based on insurance of 66 percent seedling survival one
year from planting and no forest management once this seedling survival objective was obtained,
“  had it been assumed that intensive management practices would be implemented over the 50
year project life, the mitigation acreage estimate would have been less.” We feel that there must
be some assurance that the values projected for the project mitigation will be achieved.
However, intensive management of the project mitigation areas would not necessarily be needed
achieve this goal. After the survival rate is established, the mitigation area could be placed in
caretaker stasis with a minimal management required. Therefore, while there is no objection to
the proposed seedling survival rate, we still maintain that management of mitigation lands should
be at project expense over the 50 year life of the project.



We recommended that all mitigation acreage should consist of prior converted croplands or
farmed wetlands. The Corps commented that damage to upland forest should be mitigated for by
the reforestation of upland acreage. We have no objection to this mitigation.

EIS 95 Paragraph 8.14

We recommend that contaminant surveys be made before and after project completion. Though
a water quality assessment was made for this report (GRR, Environmental, Section III) the study
seemed to concentrate its conclusions on how the water from the White River would effect
agriculture. In fact, the summary and recommendations of the report (pg 53) only allude to the
possible impacts of the White Rivers water on farmland. To balance this study, more data should
be collected and a baseline established so it will be possible to monitor for any future increases n
pesticides, fertilizers, neavy metals, and other contaminates that are found in association with

- agricultural runoff. The GPADP would, in all probability, increase the amount of agricultural
run off into the White River. Therefore, we recommend a comprehensive testing and monitoring
program for these contaminants be incorporated into the project and tailwater areas, such as
Lagrue Bayou, be monitored. This monitoring should be set up for the life of the project to
protect resources that fall within the scope of the project area. In addition, to protect the unique
wildlife area of White River National Wildlife Refuge, one of the areas monitored should be
Jacks Bay on Lagrue Bayou.

EIS 95 Paragraph 8.15

We recommended that irrigation canals and on-farm reservoirs be located away from wetlands
and natural heritage sites. Incorporating design recommendations from other resource agencies,
the Corp aligned the proposed canals and pipelines to minimize as much as possible impacts to
forest, wetlands, and prairie remnants and in Vol. 1, On-Farm Storage pg. 44, the statement is
made that, “All reservoirs would be placed on cropland.” However, in a later section of the same
volume (EIS 95, 8.15) the Corp states that “It is assumed that on-farm project features would be
constructed on non-wetland agricultural lands.” We feel that this assumption is unwarranted. In
fact, it is far more likely that the land used to create reservoirs and tailwater recovery systems
would be land that is considered unsuitable for farming, such as a wetland drains or sloughs.
And though it is true that the farmer would be required to “apply for and obtain an individual
Section 404(b)(1) permit”, wetland protection should be the responsibility of this project and not
transferred to another program. Without a mandatory requirement for the on farm storage to be
placed in non-wetland areas there would be significantly greater wetland impacts associated with
the project.

EIS 97 Paragraph 8.23
It was recommended that the cumulative impacts of all five irrigation projects proposed in the

Eastern Arkansas Project (EAP) be addressed. The Corps offered that any future Corps projects
involving the White River would address the cumulative impacts of that particular project and

4



the GPADP. The reason given for this was that only two of the five irrigation projects proposed
in the EAP involved withdrawal form the White River, the GPADP and the White River
Irrigation Project. The other three projects are located in different basins.

We feel strongly that the cumulative impacts of all projects involving the White River should be
addressed in detail. The demands of navigation, agricultural irrigation, and regulated flow
releases from the reservoirs all combine to place an inordinate amount of strain on the river’s
hydrologic features and the network of interrelated biological systems that rely on them. If not
properly monitored and controlled, the demands for water from the river system could, at the
very least, aversely impact its fisheries, riparian habitat, oxbows, bottomland hardwoods, and the
wildlife which depend upon them. All these systems rely heavily on the rivers seasonal flood
regime. If the demands for water from the river are such that this pattern is disrupted there would
be serious impacts to these natural systems.

This argument holds true for the other water systems that will be impacted by future EAP’s.
Therefore, we recommend that the impacts of future Corp projects in each of the basin areas and
river systems be studied in-depth, along with the cumulative impacts of projects already in place,
before the start of each project. :

In conclusion, the project bases some important data on the assumptions that participants will
voluntary implement such key project features as water conservation, wetland avoidance, and
waterfowl flooding. In order to make the draft GRR and EIS data valid, these voluntary elements
would have to be made mandatory. Other important issues that should be more fully addressed
include, a comprehensive contaminants monitoring and testing system, adequate mitigation for
project impacts, and cumulative impacts. Before the GPADP goes forward all stated

assumptions and issues should be throughly addressed. We look forward to continued
cooperative planning on this project. Please contact Debbie Ryckeley at (501) 513-4477 if you
have any questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely,

(44 Tl

Allan J. Mueller
Field Supervisor

cc:

Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, Little Rock, Arkansas
Attn: Craig Uyeda

Arkansas Soil and Water Commission, Little Rock, Arkansas
Attn: Joseph Krystofik



Arkansas Department of Pollution Control and Ecology, Little Rock, Arkansas
Attn: Steve Drown

Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission, Little Rock, Arkansas
Attn: Cindy Osborne

Environmental Protection Agency, Dallas Texas
Attn: Steve Drown

Cache River National Wildlife Refuge, Augusta, Arkansas
Attn: Dennis J. Wildner

White River National Wildlife Refuge, DeWitt, Arkansas
Attn: Larry E. Mallard

U_S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Atlanta, Georgia
Atn: Bruce Beli
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September 21, 1998

Colonel Dan W. Krueger

Mempbhis District Corps of Engineers
ATTN: CEMVM-PD-R

167 North Main Street, B-202
Mempbhis, Tennessee 38103-1894

Dear Colonel Krueger:

Receipt is acknowledged of your letter of July 29, 1998 and enclosed copies of the Draft General
Reevaluation Report and Environmental Impact Statement (along with all appendices) for the
investigation “Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study, Grand Prairie Area
Demonstration Project”.

The staff of the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission has worked cooperatively with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service in detailed evaluations of proposed project impacts on fish and wildlife
resources under the auspices of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA). We assisted in
the preparation of the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service FWCA Report dated May 1998. This is to
advise that we concur with the FWCA Report, which is well written, comprehensive, and
adequately describes fish and wildlife resources, concerns, and planning objectives in the study
area: evaluates alternative plans; discusses adequate mitigation measures; and discusses potential
fish and wildlife conservation measures.

We would like to emphasize the fact that the pipeline right-of-way for this project is presently
proposed to cross the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission Wattensaw Wildlife Management
Area (WMA). This has been discussed in the initial stages of planning, at which time the
pumping plant site and pipeline corridor were adjusted to minimize adverse impacts to wetlands
and the Wattensaw Wildlife Management Area.. The pipeline and right-of-way design, as well as
impacts, compensation and/or mitigation measures should be fully coordinated with our agency
and addressed in specific detail.

We have been participating in the general fish and wildlife restoration and enhancement features
such as winter water for waterfowl, higher than normal annual water levels in the irrigation
ditches and waterways for fisheries resources, etc. There is no mention, however, of our previous
recommendations urging you and the irrigation district to pursue the possibility of purchasing and
enhancing additional wildlife habitat as part of the project somewhere in the benefited area. This

The mission of the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission is to wisely manage all the fish and wildife resources
of Arkansas while providing maximum enjoyment for the people.



property should be set-aside for the primary purpose of wildlife management and public use. The
same consideration should be given to fisheries resource features, also including public access to
the resource. We feel this is an important project feature based on public funds utilized on a
project of this magnitude. This and other potential fish and wildlife resource restoration and
enhancement opportunities, as well as mechanisms that would guarantee features, such as winter
water for waterfow] and other wildlife conservation measures based on irrigation water usage,
should be put into place for the life of the project.

There should be a more thorough assessment of the project affect on transportation vectors such
as zebra mussels and other exotic species. The introduction of the zebra mussel into this
extensive system of waterways by this project should be acknowledged and environmental
impacts addressed.

On Page EIS-20 Table 4-1, Comparative Impacts of Alternatives of the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS), it is stated that “mussels are not plentiful in the tributary stream”. We
understand that only limited sampling for mussels in the tributary streams was conducted at eight
bridge locations. Bridge locations are known to represent disturbed stream areas, and the mussel
populations at these sites unlikely represent the entire stream. We feel more intensive mussel
surveys of tributary streams may be needed, particularly since records indicate Federally listed
endangered mussel species are or have been known to occur in the White River Basin.

On Page EIS-20 Table 4-1, Comparative Impacts of Alternatives of the DEIS, there are
discussions of larval fish entrainment studies for two years atter project development. Biologists
of this agency feel that the entrainment rate of 1.2 to 12% of all larval fishes is extremely high,
especially for long-lived species such as paddlefish and sturgeon, because of the high discharge
variability in the system and the long life spans of those species. A pulsed monitoring program
should be used for post-project studies. Any significant losses of fishes directly associated with
entrainment and Jor impingement would require agreed upon compensation or mitigation
measures between the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
and your agency as part of project expense.

On Page 24 of the DEIS concerning water quality issues, we feel conducting contaminant surveys
before, as well as after project completion are necessary to insure that contaminant levels can be
maintained at the lowest levels possible in irrigation water. It is not known if diversion of surface
water for irrigation and the future operation of the irrigation system will cause any water quality
problems resulting in significant adverse effects on fish and wildlife resources.

On Page EIS-97 of the DEIS, it discusses the Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project as one of
five irrigation projects as part of the Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study. Two other
irrigation projects would withdraw water from the White River in addition to the Grand Prairie
Demonstration Project, one would withdraw water from Bayou Meto, and one would withdraw
water from the Little Red River. The Draft Reports are lacking in discussions of impacts
regarding the other irrigation projects. While these projects may be separate from a construction
standpoint, they are interconnected from a planning and ecological perspective. We, therefore,
recommend that cumulative impacts for all five irrigation projects are thoroughly addressed in
one scope of study and mitigation features are commensuraie with other project planning for the
life of the project.

On Page EIS-14 Alternative 7, 4.15 it is stated, “It is assumed that all new irrigation reservoirs
would be buiit on agricultural land; approximately 8,849 acres of farmland would be lost to



reservoirs”. No guarantees have been made that new irrigation reservoirs would be built on
agricultural land.

We appreciate the Corps of Engineers efforts to acquire remnant prairie areas in fee title to offset
losses of natural prairie habitat and the proposal to restore vegetation within 300 miles of canal
right-of-way (approximately 3000 acres). In order for the proposal to result in significant benefits
to wildlife resources, prairie habitat should be restored on land adjacent to remnant prairies, and
other acreage not conducive to prairie habitat should be vegetated with appropriate wildlife food
plantings. Obviously, more information is necessary regarding the task of prairie restoration
management and assessment.

The EIS does not guarantee that groundwater resources will be protected by the project. There
are no provisions that mandate farmers to stop or limt pumping water from groundwater sources
and the local aquifers may still be depleted.

It is important to conduct long term studies (pre and post project monitoring) to determine project
effects on fish and wildlife resources of the White River. The Grand Prairie Irrigation Project
will affect the hydrology of the White River and its tributaries. The change in hydrology,
depending upon the time and extent of these changes may adversely impact the ecological
integrity of wetland habitats, more particularly those larger tracts of lands held in public trust.
These include Federal and State Wildlife Management Areas and National Wildlife Refuges. The
wetlands associated with the Cache and Lower White Rivers in Arkansas have received special
designation in the United States as “Wetlands of International Importance” by the Ramsar
Convention. At this time, there are no habitat models available that can adequately predict
irrgation project impacts. Studies are needed since little 1s known about the ecology of the White
River, and it is difficult for this Environmental Impact Statement to properly address impacts on
ecological functions without basic biological information.

In conclusion, we will reiterate our request for additional studies, which will help identify the
existing resource base and determine impacts of a Federally sponsored demonstration project.
This the first inter basin transfer of water from the White River, one of the most valuable river
basins and wildlife and fisheries resources in Arkansas. We appreciate the opportunity to
comment on these drafts and shall look forward to continuing cooperative efforts with your
office, the Natural Resources Conservation Service, the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and other
interests in matters pertaining to the Grand Prairie Area Irrigation Project.

Cordially,

Steve N. Wilso
Director
SNW/CKU/jah
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SOUTH ARKANSAS LANDOWNERS ASSOCIATION
Suite 1900
111 Center Street
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

September 19, 1998

Commander

Memphis District Corps of Engineers
ATTN: CEMVM-PD-R

167 North Main Street, B-202
Memphis, TN 38103-1894

Re:  Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project
Gentlemen:

Please accept the comments and questions contained herein on behalf of the members of
the South Arkansas County Landowners Association, Inc., a non-profit organization whose
members own substantial property containing or abutting natural waterways in Arkansas County,
Arkansas which could be adversely affected by the Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project.

Much has been said publicly by the local Sponsor, and by the Corps in the current report
and draft studies regarding the many benefits which could result from the Demonstration Project.
However, the members of this organization have tried many times in the past, without success, to
get the Sponsor organization and its supporters to focus clearly on the environmental issues
arising as a result of the great amount of reliance and dependence the Corps and the Sponsor
place on using existing natural waterways to transmit and/or store water for the proposed project.

Outlined below are some of the principal concerns which we do not believe have been
adequately addressed in the draft studies and reports to date. The order of discussion does not
indicate their relative importance, as each one of these concerns, standing alone, raises serious
issues relating to environmental degradation which cannot be easily mitigated even under the best
of circumstances. For example, the Corps’ own information pamphlet distributed in connection
with a public workshop held September 15, 1998 in the project area points out the precarious
balance, or lack of it, between already cleared agricultural lands (70% of the land), and remaining
timbered and wetlands. (12%). The possibilities of obliterating or permanentty damaging the
remaining green belt areas between the Arkansas River and the White River in this region are too
great to gloss over by superficial and non-scientifically based conclusions that mitigation can or
will be addressed by flooding additionat crop lands in the area during winter months as a means of



Commander

Memphis District Corps of Engineers
September 19, 1998

Page 2

providing additional food areas for migrating waterfowl. Theoretically providing additional water
by continued pumping of White River water during dry winters is but one of many fallacies the
proponents of this project have embraced in order to deflect serious study of the impact of this
project on the natural world.

Concern No. 1: Fisheries Habitat

The White River, Bayou Meto, Mill Bayou, Bayou LaGrue and other streams and lakes in
the Grand Prairie Area have generally been classified by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service as good
fisheries. Many landowners, visitors and residents in the region use these areas extensively for
fishing. Any channel enlargement, alteration, dredging or clearing of natural water ways to
accommodate transmission or storage of water would, in our view, negatively impact the stream
morphology, region-wide. In addition, we believe removal of any type of vegetation along
streams and waterways, whether through deliberate project efforts, or by scouring resulting from
unnaturally increased stream flows, will also have a negative effect. How would any irrigation
project impact on these concerns?

Concern No. 2: Increased Pesticide/Herbicide Contamination

Any type of tail water recovery system would clearly increase the inflow of pesticides and
herbicides to the water ways, streams and/or lakes in the region, as well as absorption of these
chemicals into vegetation and soils in the area. Has there been any study of the effects of
increased toxins upon the fish and other aquatic life found in the affected water ways? Inour
members’ local areas, even without the presence of a super-regional district and concentrated
activity as is contemplated by this project, there has been a noticeable increase in the past few
years in the number of game and other fish caught which exhibit excessive lesions and infected
areas along their skin surfaces. Without scientific study, the origin of this trend cannot be known
for sure, although we believe it is the result of increased contaminants in the water from
agricultural run off as more land has been cleared in the region for agricultural purposes. To what
degree would any project contribute to this concern?

Concern No, 3: Minimum Stream Flows
During the summertime, minimum stream flows and/or satisfactory streamylake levels
would have to be maintained, to accommodate navigation and keep from destroying aquatic life

and wetlands vegetation. To what degree would a project impact on these fishery needs? What
will be the impact of spoilage as a byproduct of increased dredging to mairntain 2 navigation
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Memphis District Corps of Engineers
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channel in the White River as project pumping reaches peak levels during the normally dry
growing season?

Concemn No. 4: Wetlands Preservation

Much of the habitat along the natural waterways in the region, including Bayou Meto, Mill
Bayou and Bayou Lagrue, consists of green timbered wetlands. What is the potential for the
project’s putting additional stress on or in effect destroying the vegetation and habitat in these
areas? Planting prairie grass vegetation along transmission canal rights of way, while a noble
effort, doesn’t constitute a rational alternative to minimization or mitigation of environmental
damage. Because of these concerns alone, natural waterways should simply be left out of the
project plans for moving or storing water.

Concern No. §: Increased Salinity

Is there any possibility that water might be pumped or released from the White River on
occasion into natural water ways targeted to be transmission canals, when the salt content could
be high enough to damage the aquatic regime? Since to some degree these water ways are being
viewed by the Corps and the local Sponsor as what could be viewed as "holding ponds” for
irrigation water, under the studies, water with somewhat high salt content could be placed in the
reservoir areas and after sufficient detention time it could then be pumped out to the crop lands.
This salt content might not damage man-made canals or ditches, or even the crop lands in the
short term, but it could severely degrade the water system in any natural water ways holding or
carrying this water. One control could be that the Sponsor District would be charged with
responsibility to measure and control salinity entering the system, and is prohibited from
introducing releases from the White River into any natural water ways affected by or carrying
water in or out of the project area if, in fact, the water has a sufficiently high salt content that it
should not even enter the system because of the prospect of long term damage to these water
ways. Again, if the natural water ways are just removed from the project plans, contamination
resulting from increased salinity would be effectively eliminated.

Concern No, 6: Authority for Making Critical Decisions

Under State law the super-regional irrigation district which is the project Sponsor has
negligible requirements for qualifications of the individuals who are endowed with district
governance. It is governed by five elected district commissioners, none of whom is required to
represent any interest of the general public, or have any background in or to take into account the
natural sciences, environmental conservation or other related disciplines fostering awareness of
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the delicacy of the ecosystem which is to be affected by this project, nor to consider the
environmental impact of their actions once a project is in place. Thus, even though the Corps is
charged, among other scientifically based responsibilities, with preparing an environmental impact
statement on the project, the district commissioners may have unfettered management authority
with respect to environmental considerations once this project begins operations, unless
significant limitations are placed on their discretion in these matters. Accordingly, if these district
commissioners prove to be unresponsive to these concerns during the operational life of the
project, for all intents and purposes fish and wildlife values along natural water courses affected
by the project could take a back seat to the management, movement and withdrawal of the water
from these areas, and the remedy of affected landowners to replace the commissioners by voting
at the next election will be a hollow one once the damage is done. The Sponsor will have no
substantial assets to make remuneration for damaged parties or properties, other than possessing
the power to assess “benefits” - taxes by any other name - against the very land which has been
damaged. Accordingly, it is not only appropriate and prudent, but essential, in light of the
potential damage which could be inflicted on the natural water ways and water courses included
in the project scope, to impose significant and scientifically-grounded environmental parameters
as overriding paradigms in the operation of this project. Finally, in this regard, what weight
would be given to the interests of riparian landowners, including those who are not farmers,
whose lands would be affected by project operations?

Concemn No. 7: Impact of Discharge on Downstream Natural Waterways

Has the Corps specifically considered the potential negative effects of increased
agricultural run-off, including herbicide and pesticide concentrations, and the impact of increased
scouring and siltation in natural water ways and lakes in the downstream runoff area, whether
inside or outside the Sponsor’s district boundaries? We note that your educational brochure
refers to these watercourses as “existing channels,” surely a euphemism chosen to reinforce the
belief that this “channel” may be easily manipulated and controlled for human endeavor. Our
organization believes that this land, which supports significant game and non-game wildlife and
migratory waterfowl, will be adversely impacted with long-term and irreversible consequences for
the natural wildlife in the affected areas. Claims of mitigation in other areas, whether by induced
flooding of upland crop lands during winter months is of more theoretical than real benefit when
the practical difficulties of maintaining this part of the project’s plan are considered, as pointed
out below.
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Concern No. 8: Winter Flooding Expectations

It is noted in the section titled “Project Description” on page 2 of the brochure available at
the September 15, 1998 workshop meeting, that “[a]n important component of the selected plan
is the winter flooding of 38,529 acres of harvested rice fields (on an average annual basis) for
waterfowl; the flooding of crop land for waterfowl foraging habitat has been identified as critical
in meeting habitat requirements of waterfow! in Arkansas as well as the entire Lower Mississippi
Valley.” However, we have been unable to determine exactly where funds would come from to
pay for the winter flooding, since farmers in the project area will have to drain their lands in the
fall to effect the harvest. Does the Corps’ and the Sponsor’s plan require these farmers to store
that unspent irrigation water on their property, or on the property of others? What measures have
been undertaken to ensure that the landowners will not have to, in effect, pay for flooding their
fields twicef Are the Corps’ calculations of 38,529 acres (on an average annual basis) based on
the number of landowners who presently have their own reservoirs for storing spent irrigation
water during harvest time and are willing to pay the costs associated with reflooding their fields?
We suspect that many farmers in the proposed project area do not have existing on-farm water
storage areas nor the financial means to remove land from production to convert into on-farm
reservoirs, and will otherwise be unable or unwilling to pay, at the projected water sale rates, for a
second, winter flooding which is stated to be critical in meeting habitat requirements of
waterfowl. Has the Corps developed a “worst-case” scenario if there is minimal winter flooding,
say at historical levels, in the claimed 38,529 acre area for economically- or weather-based
reasons? And in light of this consideration does the cost-benefit ratio of the project need to be
adjusted in the - orps’ annual economic analysis, and thus do the overall numbers need to be
reviewed, to take this likelihood into account?

Concern No, 9: True Beneficiaries

While we note that the Corps has projected a 1.2 to 1 Benefit-to-Cost Ratio, we feel that
the estimated cost of $270,512,000 for construction of this project is an outdated and far too
conservative estimate, based on environmental and other considerations we do not believe have
been adequately taken into account. The number of landowners benefitting from this costly and
environmentally suspect project is realistically measured in the hundreds and not the thousands.
However, the number of Arkansas and U.S. taxpayers potentially paying for the State’s share of
this “demonstration” project is measured in the hundreds of thousands, and hundreds of millions,
clearly a majority of taxpayers supporting a minority of beneficiaries. We feel that if this
expenditure were put on a ballot, it would not receive enough public support to bring it to fruition
because of its questionable economics and most certainly negative environmental impacts on
natural waterways and wildlife inside and outside the Grand Prairie area.
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We ask that you review and address our concems and delay further action on the project
until all the negative impacts have been fully identified and carefully considered. Thank you for
your consideration.

SOUTH ARKANSAS COUNTY
LANDOWNERS' ASSOCIATION, INC.

sy

H. Watt Gregory, II
President
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ARKANSAS FIELD OFFICE

September 18, 1998

Commander

Memphis District Corps of Engineers
167 North Main Street, B-202
Memphis, TN 38103-1894

Re: Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study (EARCS), Grand Prairie Area
Demonstration Project (GPADP), Draft Genera! Reevaluation Report and Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS)

Dear Sir:

The Nature Conservancy is a non-profit, non-govemnmental international conservation organization with
offices in all states, including Arkansas. The Conservancy’s mission is conservation of biological
diversity, including plants, animals and natural communities, with habitats and ecological processes
sufficient to insure long term viability. The Conservancy’s work is science-based, and targets species and
ecosystems most in need of conservation action based on rarty, viability and intactness.

I write to express the Conservancy’s interest in and concerns regarding the potential negative impacts of
the GPADP (and other irrigation and navigation projects) to the area termed the Arkansas “Big Woods™
- the bottomland and riverine habitats of the White River and Arkansas River and their tributaries. These
large rivers are at the heart of the largest, most diverse and functionally intact wetland system m the
Arkansas portion of the Misstssippi Alluvial Plain. The White River supports the most intact assemblage
of big river mussels and fish in the Arkansas delta. There are no other examples remaining in the
Mississippi Alluvial Valley that contain such an unbroken expanse of bottomland hardwoods.

The Nature Conservancy recognized this “Big Woods™ area as a conservation priority when the Arkansas
Field Office opened in 1982, and has been working to document the superlative natural resource values of
this system and to conserve and restore its habitats since. 1 am enclosing a report summarizing the natural
values of the White/lower Arkansas system. The Conservancy has worked in partnership with many
private individuals, corporations and local, state and Federal agencies in this effort, including Ducks
Unlimited, the North American Wetlands Conservation Council, Nationa! Fish and Wildlife Foundation,
American Forests, Weyerhaeuser, Potlatch, Arkansas Natural Hertage Commission, Arkansas Game and
Fish Commission, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

The Nature Conservancy has reviewed the above-referenced GPADP and the related documents. We are
greatly concerned that withdrawals of White River surface waters for irrigation will impact the hydrology
of the of the Big Woods rivers and wetlands, and disrupt the complex interconnected functioning of this
ecosystem. We are further concerned that this disruption will damage the natural values of this unique

system.

Of still greater concern is the cumulative impact of this and other water development and navigation
projects at various stages of planning and implementation. In addition to the GPADP, three other
irrigation projects are under study as parts of EARCS will also withdraw surface water from the White
River or its major tributaries the Black and Little Red rivers. In addition a Congressionally authorized
navigation improvement project on the White River is under study. These planned projects will affect

N];uhe * 601 North University Avenue / Little Rock, Arkansas 72205 / (501) 663-6699 FAX (501) 663-8332
aiure
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stage levels on the White River in a cumulative manner. The environmental effects of GPADP and the
other projects on the Big Woods cannot be evaluated without a comprehensive study of all four irrigation
projects and the navigation project. The Nature Conservancy strongly urges the Corps of Engmeers to
conduct comprehensive studies of this ecosystem and prepare an environmental impact statement that
addresses the cumulative impacts of the irrigation and navigation projects together. Analysis of
cumulative impacts is required under the Nationa} Environmental Policy Act and regulations of the
Council on Environmental Quality

Anticipated cumulative effects include:

I The drying of all types of wetlands in the system, with changes in vegetation types, affecting
extensive acreage of private, state and Federally-owned bottomlands and wet woods, mcluding
some 300,000 acres of publicly-owned wetlands of intemational significance as recognized under
the Ramsar Convention

2. Decline of a diverse community of aquatic species, especially mussels, which may be affected by
reduced water levels that cannot be evaluated without study of cumulative impacts.

3 Shifts in vegetation types away from those that support declining Neotropical migratory birds and
reduced habitat quality for these conservation priority bird species that require forests for
breeding.

The Conservancy also has specific concerns and issues regarding the DEIS.

The survey for mussels is inadequate for the small streams and bayous to be used by the project,
and mussel beds are present.

The ecological effects of converting ‘natural’ dramages to conduits and reservoirs are not
adequately considered.

The potential effects of biocides, heavy metals and nutrients picked up by irrigation waters in the
system, and moving into the White River National Wildlife Refuge are not considered.

Infestation by the zebra mussel is likely to make the project uneconomical to operate.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments.

ancy S. m(?:r:%‘d’mlkﬂfL

Vice Presi and State Director
Arkansas Field Office
The Nature Conservancy

icerely,

enclosure



ARKANSAS NATURAL HERITAGE COMMISSION
1500 TOWER BUILDING
323 CENTER STREET
LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201

Harold K Grimmett Mike Huckabee
Director Governor

Date: September 21, 1998

Subject: Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study
Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project
Draft General Reevaluation Report and
Environmental Impact Statement

ANHC No.: F-COEM-98-044

Commander

Memphis District Corps of Engineers
ATTN: CEMVM-PD-R

167 North Main Street, B-202
Memphis, TN 38103-1894

Dear Sir:

StafF members of the Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission (ANHC) have reviewed the Eastemn
Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study, Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project, Draft General
Reevaluation Report (GRR) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). We have the following
comments about this project.

Canal and Pipeline Construction Impacts

Both (2) crossings of the ANHC Railroad Prairie Natural Area (please refer to the attached copy
of Wetland Map 1-B, Volume 8 of the GRR) may result in conversions of use on lands bought
with Land and Water Conservation funds and thus may require replacement. The Corps of
Engineers (COE) should negotiate these issues with the National Parks Service and its
representative, Arkansas State Parks. ANHC will participate as appropriate.

At the crossing site of the Railroad Prairie Natural Area east of Hazen (Wetland Map 1-B), a
pipeline is shown leaving the canal and paralleling the south side of the Natural Area before
crossing it toward the north. Impacts of this line would be significant, but could be avoided by
having the line parallel the north side of the Natural Area.

Downs Prairie Registry Area (please refer to the attached copy of Wetland Map 1-C, Volume 8 of
the GRR), although not identified by name, is crossed by a line. This appears to be a situation
where the intent was to direct the line around the prairie, but layers in the CADD were not
registered properly. This error should be corrected.

An Agency of the Department of Arkansas Heritage An Equal Opportunity Employer
Phone (501) 324-9619 / Fax (501) 324-9618 / TDD (501) 324-9811
http://www.heritage.state.ar.us/nhe/



Fairmont Prairie is crossed by a canal (please refer to the attached copy of Wetland Map 3-B,
Volume 8 of the GRR). We have previously requested that the canal be shifted to the other side of
the county road here to avoid the prairie. If that shift is impossible, the loss of prairie should be
mitigated.

At any place where prairies are crossed by the project, prairie sods should be removed to be used
in restoration of the affected area or some other appropriate area.

Pipeline 1500.06 (please refer to the attached copy of Project Map 1-C, Volume 8 of the GRR)
appears to cross a steep ravine. If so, is this avoidable?

Impacts of Water Withdrawals on White River Bottomland Forest and Wetlands,
Including Cumulative Impacts

This agency participated in a study to examine impacts of water withdrawals on bottomland forest
and wetlands (outside of the channel of White River). This study indicated that possibly significant
reductions in flood flows would be caused by the project, but that these changes would be offset
by artificially high flows from upstream releases from dams. Therefore, adverse impact would
probably not be unacceptable. However, it is likely that any other major withdrawal of water from
the White River would, in combination with those from this project, have major adverse impacts
on hydrology and vegetation in the White River bottomlands. Therefore assessment of cumulative
impact is warranted.

Impacts on Streams of the Grand Prairie

Tt is impossible for us to tell whether flow rates in natural watercourses will be appropriate to
maintaining natural systems along these streams. Has an analysis of this been done?

The large number of weirs (120) constructed in natural waterways as a part of this project will
have major adverse impacts. The direct impacts caused by clearing and filling in wetlands will be
mitigated. However, it is impossible, from the data provided, to determine the effects of
impoundment behind these weirs on riparian vegetation. We suggest that a multi-agency group be
assembled to determine which weirs are likely to have adverse impacts, and determine whether the
impacts can be reduced through relocating the weirs or through other means.

Prairie Restoration on Canal Rights-of-Way

Staff of ANHC have been closely involved in development of plans for planting native prairie
species on canal rights of way (ROW). We consider this to be a major positive feature of the
project, and will continue to assist in its planning and implementation. Several considerations were
raised by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in the Final Fish and Wildlife Coordination Report
(Volume 9, Appendix C, Section VI of GRR), and in general we think they have merit.
Specifically, the report supports revegetation of the ROW with prairie species as proposed

(p. 31). We support the proposal to "Develop objective, quantitative criteria for the long term
goals of prairie restoration, rather than evaluate the project based on initial effort, and monitor



restoration efforts." (P. 33). We do not agree that prairie restoration requires a minimum species
richness of 50% of that in relict prairies (p. 29), but will be happy to try to develop meaningful
criteria. We do agree that the goal should be establishment of the greatest diversity of species
possible, and will direct ANHC efforts toward that goal.

We believe that the Coordination Report is in error when it states that "The Corps has proposed
to obtain the remaining relict prairies through fee title purchase or conservation easement." (P.
30). Although this is a laudable goal and has been the goal of ANHC for many years (we have
purchased fee or easements on 4 tracts), such a statement must be tempered by the qualifications
that such purchases must only be from willing sellers and at a price related to fair market value.
Any threat of condemnation will only result in alienation of the families that have protected the
remaining tracts at personal financial sacrifice, and willingness to pay an inflated price for areas of
high conservation value will ultimately prove self-defeating.

We agree with the Coordination Report that restored prairie in a linear strip along canal rights of
way is less desirable that the same acreage in a block, however, the former approach is infinitely
preferable to doing nothing. We do expect that there will be opportunities to widen the restored
prairie along the ROW at various points using uneconomic tracts of adjacent land, and that points
where the ROW is adjacent to or close to native prairie remnants will offer potentials for '
restoration in blocks and we will direct ANHC efforts toward accomplishing that.

Impacts to Grand Prairie Wetlands From On-Farm Construction

ANHC has noted increasing numbers of permit applications for building on-farm water facilities in
naturally vegetated wetlands in the Grand Prairie region, and to some extent throughout eastern
Arkansas. Construction of this project may increase this, and the planning process and impact
assessment should account for this trend and try to minimize it through encouragement of water
collection and storage facilities in prior converted wetlands, cropped uplands, or farmed wetlands.
Landowners should be notified from the outset that they are responsible to comply with all
requirements of Section 404 of PL 92-500. Consideration should be given to creation of one or
mitigation bank sites in the Grand Prairie area to ensure that off-site mitigation is done most
effectively. It may be appropriate in some cases to mitigate some farmed wetland loss with prairie
wetland restoration rather than bottomland forest wetland restoration.

Federally Listed Species

Since we initially provided information to you on species of concern, an eagle nest has been
recorded within the project area east of Stuttgart (please refer to attached data print-out for
details on this occurrence). No canals or pipelines appear to be located near this nest.

General Concerns

It appears to us that too many of the key mitigating features of the project have been left as
voluntary actions by the landowners. Unless the project actually results in recharge of the alluvial
aquifer, it must be considered a failure. Such a measure of success should be included in the



project, and failure to meet that objective should result in financial penalties being imposed on the
project sponsors. Such a measure could also be developed for individual tracts: unless use of
groundwater is reduced, additional financial charges should be levied.

The opportunity to comment is appreciated.

Sincerely,

Cindy Osborne

Data Manager

Enclosures: 4 maps
Print-out and map of Bald Eagle Occurrence Information
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Element Occurrence Record

Identifiers

ANHC Identification Code: 92.006

Scientific Name; HALIAEETUS LEUCOCEPHALUS
Common Name: BALD EAGLE

Federal Status; THREATENED

Locators

County Name: ARKANSAS

U.S.G.S. Quad. Name: ULM 7.5
Township/Range: Section:  Meridian:
T02S/R04W 16 5P

Directions:
HWY.146 E. FROM ITS JCT. WITH HWY. 79, 425 MILES (1 ML E. OF JOG IN
HWY.) TO PRIVATE FARM RD. FOLLOW .5 MI. N. TO HOUSE OF OWNER.
ACCES VIA LEVEES AROUND GREENTREE.

n jon
Last Observed Date: 1997-03-01

Element Data:
EAGLES OBSERVED ONNORTH CENTRAL EDGE OF GREENTREE RESERVOIR
FACING OPEN WATER, BUT 200 FEET IN. LARGER BIRD FLEW AROUND
REPEATEDLY CALLING, SMALLER BIRD SAT ON BRANCH, NEITHER WAS ON
NEST.

General Description of Area of Occurrence:
GREENTREE RESERVOIR.

Source of Information
FOTI, T. 1997. FIELD NOTES & MAP FROM VISIT TO PROPROSED WETLAND
EASEMENT AREA, 11 MARCH 1997.
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ARKANSAS STATE HiIGHWAY COMMISSION

BOBBY HOPPER, CHaIRMAN
SPRINGDALE

J.W "BUDDY" BENAFIELD
NEWPORT

HERBY BRANSCUM, JR., Vice CHalRMAN

MARY P. “PRISSY" HICKERSON

PERRYVYILLE P O BOX 226’ TEXARKANA
JOHN “M" LIPTON LitTLE Rock, ARkansas 72203-2261 DAN FLOWERS
WARREN TeLepsone No. (501) 569-2000 PIRECTOR OF

HIGHWAYS AND TRANSPORTATION

Fax No. (501) 569-2400
September 21, 1998

Commander

Memphis District Corps of Engineers
Attention: CEMVM-PD-R

167 North Main Street, B-202
Memphis, Tennessee 38103-1894

Re: Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study
Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project
Draft General Reevaluation Report and

Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Commander:

The Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD) has reviewed the
proposed Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project proposal. The scale of this project will
impact numerous roads and bridges within the Department’s right-of-way. There will be
thirteen (13) bridges, one-hundred and eighty-nine (189) concrete box culverts and two-
hundred and sixty (260) pipe culverts to be constructed across various county, state and federal
highways. Of those numbers, forty-nine (49) concrete box culverts and thirty-five (35) pipe
culverts will be placed under state and federal highways. As reviewed in Volume 8, Appendix
B, Engineering Investigations and Analyses, Section VII-Reference maps, these structures are
located in a variety of locations. The study also states that “bridges will be designed according
to Arkansas State Highway Standards and will meet HS-20 live loadings.”

Concemns that need to be addressed in the project’s preconstruction phase are:

e The water intake facility near the new White River Bridge at DeValls Bluff will need an
access road. This access is shown in the curve of the newly realigned U. S. Highway 70.
Construction of the access road will require right-of-way easements and construction
upon these easements. The intake canal and pump facility could present navigational
problems at the new bridge during and after construction. Questions that arise n this
location are: Will the Corps of Engineers remove the existing railroad truss bridge?
Will the construction of the intake have any impacts upon the new highway bridge such
as deposition, scouring or navigation?



ARKANSAS STATE HIGHWAY COMMISSION
LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS
Memphis District Corps of Engineers
Page Two

e Volume 9, Appendix C, Environmental, page II-3, 1, states “Environmental review of
canal/pipeline alignment identified several opportunities to relocate these items into road
rights-of-way or open land to minimize habitat losses.” If the Corps plans to implement
such a plan, coordination and permitting from AHTD and Federal Highway
Administration will be needed. AHTD plans to widen selected Federal and State
Highways within the project area. It is suggested that the Corps of Engineers initiate
early coordination with AHTD to identify, modify, design and construct water
conveyance structures to meet AHTD and Corps specifications. Detailed coordination
between our two agencies is desirable to ensure a smooth transition with decreased costs
to the taxpayers.

The Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department thanks the Corps of Engineers for
the opportunity to address its concerns for the above project. Any further questions or
comments can be addressed to the Department at the above address.

Sincerely,

and Transportation

cc: Chief Engineer



September 17, 1998

Commander

Memphis District Corps of Engineers
ATTN: CEMVM-PD-R

167 North Main Street, B-202
Memphis, TN 38103-1894

Re: Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study,
Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project,
Draft General Reevaluation Report and Environmental Impact Statement

After reading your Draft EIS, Environmental Comments and Appendices, I have concerns for the
project. These concerns are:

1) The EIS mentions that 38,525 acres of rice and agricultural fields will be flooded to enhance
winter water for waterfowl. This is admirable and needs to be implemented in the project. My
question is:  Who will get to hunt these waterfowl, the general pubiic or just those individuals
privileged enough to own the land? 270,000,000 dollars is a lot for a few hundred hunters to
enjoy and enhance their hunting. If there is such a large amount of acreage to be enhanced with
winter water, could not some of the land be used for waterfowl rest areas. Even moist soil
management areas could be used by migratory shorebirds. This would keep waterfowl in the area
and decrease the likelihood that waterfowl would be burned out of the area. But nowhere in your
documents do you mention specific rest areas for waterfowl. This would be a small price to pay
for such an ambitious project.

2) Your documents note that the project will enhance project sloughs and bayous. T do agree
that these streams would be improved with water catching weirs. 1 agree that the aquatics,
benthics and fisheries of these sloughs would be vastly improved. But again my question is: Will
the public be allowed to fish these waterways? Who will have access to these fisheries and what
other activities will be allowed on these waters?

3) In Volume 9, Secticn 1, part [1-08, Table !, Screening of Mitigation alternatives, the COE
says” Development of Public lands within the study area is deleted”, because “Within the
Wattensaw WMA, even extremely intensive management would not produce the needed
management credits. There is hardly any cleared bottomland that would be suitable for
bottomland hardwood restoration. Each refuge contains only a limited amount of prior-converted
and/or farmed wetland that would be suitable for bottomland hardwood restoration. Also, since
most of the refuge lands are typical bottomlands, sites would not be available for upland
hardwood restoration.”. My question to this statement is where are you looking? There are
several areas along the White River flood plain that would make excellent bottomland hardwood
restoration areas. Several farmed wetland areas around Wattensaw would make an excellent
candidate. You do mention that bottomland hardwoods would be planted, where? This is not a
big question. Most wetland projects are requirred to have these lands available before such a
project can be implemented. Again, I ask where is this mitigation land going to be located?



4) A comprehensive environmental analysis to assess changes in the water quality, turbidity and
chemical load from herbicides, pesticides and other agricultural chemicals are suggested before
the project is initiated . The section on hazardous materials in the region and its impacts upon this
study were weak. Your report did note several water chemistry parameters but this only looked
at the present situation. The study did not predict the impact of taking good quality White River
water and the impact the heavily agricultural usage area will have upon this water, before it is
returned to the White River. There are several studies about agricultural runoffs and toxic level
buildups of heavy metals (lead, copper, chromium, selenium, silver, aluminum ) and increased
levels of residual agricultural chemicals. Does the COE plan to adiress these environmental
issues before the project is started?

5) Pumping water from the White River will introduce zebra mussels into local streams, lakes and
tributaries of the White River. The zebra mussel will definitely have an impact upon the pumps,
weirs and water control structures of this project. So get ready.

6) The biggest concern I have for the project is the cumulative impact. This demonstration
project is just that. -It will demonstrate that water removed from the river can and will be used for
irrigation. But the EIS does not take into account the cumulative impacts for all five irrigation
projects that will be implemented if this project is a success. It would be nice to know how much
water in cubic feet per second will be removed from the river for all five projects. With the
building of the Montgomery Point Lock and Dam, the need for a deeper navigation channel and
dams on the upper reaches of the river the designation to RAMSAR as a river ecosystem of
international importance is diminished.. This project warrants and needs a basin wide
investigation of impacts caused by current and future Corp of Engineers projects.

At this time [ can only support Alternative 3, Conservation With Storage. This alternative
maximizes the use of existing water sources to the extent practical It promotes increased
efficiency and usage of irrigation water, construction of new reservoirs and is the most cost
effective method for irrigation. Alternative 3 yields a higher dollar return for each dollar invested.
I know this does not address the dwindling groundwater problems but it would give enough time
to access the impacts of all five irrigation projects, the Montgomery Point Lock and Dam and the
proposed navigation project upon the White River Basin. This EIS 1s only looking at the narrow
picture, the bigger picture is when you back up and look at all 1ts impacts.

I want to thank the Corp of Engineers for the opportunity to address its concerns for the above
project. Any further questions or commerts can be addressed to :

WU FR W T
._u..--'\ .
Terry W. Tucker

2957 West Country Club Road
Searcy, AR 72143



ARKANSAS
HISTORIC
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October 9, 1998 PROGRAM

Mr. Donald M. Dunn. P.E.

Acting Chief, Planning Division
Department of the Army

Memphis District, Corps of Engineers
167 North Main Street, B-202
Memphis, Tennessee 38103-1894

RE: Multi County - General
Section 106 Review - COE
Report Entitled “Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study,
Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project, Draft General Reevaluation
Report, and Environmental Impact Statement”

Dear Mr. Dunn:

My staff has reviewed the referenced report for the proposed agricultural water supply.
conservation. and groundwater preservation program for eastern Arkansas. We concur with
your decision to conduct a cultural resources survey, and do National Register eligibility
evaluations on historic properties in the project area. We further agree that significant cultural
resources should be avoided and protected or mitigated by archeological data recovery.

Thank you for your interest and concern for the cultural heritage of Arkansas. We can proceed
with our review upon receipt of the cultural resources survey report.

If you have any questions, please contact George McCluskey of my staff at (501) 324-9880.

Sincerely,

CBS:GM
ce: Arkansas Archeological Survey
1500 Tower Building » 323 Center # Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 ¢ Phone (501) 324-9880

Fax (501) 324-9154
A Division of the Department of Arkansas Herllage




4. The research design for the other historic archeological sites is acceptable. However, we do
recommend that special attention be paid to site 3PR84, the Civil War site at De Valls Bluff.
This site is eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places, and could possibly
qualify as a National Historic Landmark. We recommend avoidance and protection for this
historic property.

5. All standing structures, bridges, and objects which are 50 years old or older should be
documented with Arkansas Historic Preservation Program architectural resource forms. In

addition, black and white photographs and color slides should be taken of all such resources.

Thank you for your interest and concern for the cultural heritage of Arkansas. We look forward to
reviewing the next phase of research on this project.

If you have any questions, please contact George McCluskey of my staff at (501) 324-9880.

Sincerely,

State Historic Preservation Officer
CBS:GM

cc: Prentice Thomas and Associates, Inc.
Arkansas Archeological Survey



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanla, Georgia 30345

IN REPLY REFER TO) November 18, 1998

Colonel Daniel W. Krueger
District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
167 North Main St., Room B202
Memphis, Tennessee 38103-1894

Dear Colonel Krueger:

In an October 5, 1998 letter, the Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) commented on the Eastern
Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study, Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project (GPADP)
draft General Reevaluation Report (GRR) and Environmental Impact Statement. The Service is
concerned about the voluntary nature of most of the project features and the cumulative impacts
the GPADP and other projects could have on the White River basin. Therefore, the Service ts
submitting these additional comments.

The GPADP is a proposed Memphis District Corps of Engineers (Corps) project pian for ground
water protection and conservation, agricultural water supply, and waterfowl management, as well
as other related improvements for the Grand Prairie region in east central Arkansas. However,
many of the features the Service considers essential to the GPADP, such as on-farm water
storage, water conservation, wetland avoidance, and creation of winter waterfow! habitat by
flooding agricultural fields, are identified as voluntary actions to be impiemented by the local
agricultural interests. Much of the project data is based on the assumption that the majonty of
the local farmers will impiement these features. We do not agree with this assumption, and have
recommended that these voluntary parts of the project be made mandatory.

The Service feels strongly that the cumulative impacts of all projects involving the White River
should be addressed in detail. Of the five irrigation projects being evaluated for this area four of
them would directly or indirectly impact the White River. The proposed Grand Prairie and
White River projects would pull water directly from the White River, while the Little Red and
Black River projects would pull water from its tributaries. The demands of navigation,
agricultural irrigation, and regulated flow releases from the reservoirs all combine to place an
inordinate amount of strain on the river’s hydrologic features and the network of interrelated
biological systems that rely on them. If not properly monitored and controlled, the demands for
water from the river system could, at the very least, adversely impact its fisheries, riparian
habitat, oxbows, bottomland hardwoods, and the wildlife which depend upon them. These
systems rely heavily on the rivers seasonal flood regime and if the demands for water from the
river are such that this pattern is disrupted there would be serious impacts to all these natural
systems.



This section of the White River is part of the largest remaining contiguous bottomland hardwood
area in the Mississippi Alluvial Valley. It supports the White River and Cache River National
Wildlife Refuges which make up part of a Ramsar identified wetland of international importance.
Wetlands selected for inclusion on the List of Wetlands of International Importance are listed
based on “international significance in terms of ecology, botany, zoology, limnology or
hydrology.” The Ramsar Convention included the White River area because it exemplifies a
specific wetland type characteristic of its region, the quality and peculiarities of its flora, and
because it supports substantial numbers of waterfowl and other valuable species. There are only
fifteen Ramsar identified wetland areas in the United States.

Because of the international importance of White River basin, its unique environmental features,
and the great potential for adverse impacts from this and other currently proposed projects we
feel referral of this project to the CEQ may be required. Therefore, although we will continue to
work toward an acceptable resolution of ail issues, the Department of the Interior does not
exclude the possibility of exercising its option for further action as provided for under the
Council on Environmental Quality’s NEPA regulations (Ref: 40 CFR, Section 1504).

Sincerely yours,

Regional Director
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GRAND PRAIRIE AREA DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
GENERAL REEVALUATION REPORT (GRR)
SYLLABUS

The Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project general reevaluation was conducted in
response to Congressional direction, contained initially in the Energy and Water Development
Appropriations Act of 1992, which directed the Secretary of the Army to develop implementation
plans for one of the areas identified in the Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study to
serve as a demonstration project for agricultural water supply, groundwater management and
conservation. This report summarizes the study findings and results and describes the selected
plan of improvement for the demonstration area.

The purpose of this study is to determine the engineering, economic, and environmental
feasibility of plans for groundwater protection and conservation, agricultural water supply, and
waterfowl management and related improvements for the Grand Prairie region in east central
Arkansas.

Water is one of Arkansas’ most valuable resources and its protection and conservation are
of paramount importance. The agricultural economy, which supports the eastern Arkansas
region, cannot exist without a dependable supply of irrigation water. Continued withdrawals at
the current rate will deplete the alluvial aquifer such that by the year 2015 it will no longer be a
viable source of irrigation water; and agriculture, as it is now practiced, will be impossible. The
economic results of exhausting the aquifer would be catastrophic.

After identifying the problems and opportunities and assessing and evaluating the potential
solutions in coordination with local interests, the selected plan is the combination of measures;
conservation, groundwater, on-farm storage, import water, and environmental features which best
meet the needs of the project area and is the preferred plan of the potential project sponsor. The
selected plan provides a supplemental source of irrigation water with conservation which allows
the alluvial aquifer to stabilize.

Pertinent economic data for the selected plan for the current interest rate of 7.375 percent
and a 50 year project life are as follows:

Estimated First Cost (Oct 96 Price Level) $270,512,000
Estimated Average Annual Costs $ 29,256,000
Estimated Average Annual Benefits $ 36,132,000
Benefit-to-Cost Ratio 1.2

Included in the annual cost is $12,000 in potential induced flood damages on existing
streams which are used as a part of the distribution system and $127,000 for impacts to navigation
on the White River. The average annual operation, maintenance, replacement, repair, and
rehabilitation (OMRR&R) costs are estimated to be $4,639,000.

The requirements of Section 404(r) of Public Law 92-500, as amended, have been met.



The Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 1996 reauthorized the Grand Prairie
Region and Bayou Meto Basin, Arkansas Project to include groundwater protection and
conservation, agricultural water supply, and waterfowl management.

The recommendation is that this draft general reevaluation report (GRR) be approved as
the basis for proceeding to the development of design memoranda, as needed, preparation of plans
and specifications and subsequent project construction of the Grand Prairie separable element of
the Grand Prairie Region and Bayou Meto Basin, Arkansas Project in accordance with cost-
sharing and financing arrangements satisfactory to the President and Congress.

The project as described in the draft GRR is designed for the purpose of agricultural water
supply and conservation and groundwater preservation. The Water Resources Development Act
of 1996 (WRDA’96) authorized the project as a multiple purpose project. To comply with
WRDA’96, the project will be studied for revisions to produce substantial additional groundwater
protection and waterfowl conservation benefits. The resulting report from that study will be
considered by the Secretary of the Army, who will decide whether the revisions should be
included in the project.
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INTRODUCTION

This report is a cooperative effort of Federal, state, and local agencies to address the declining
groundwater resources in the Grand Prairie area of eastern Arkansas. The report is presented in 12
volumes. Volume 1, which includes the main report and the final environmental impact statement
(FEIS), is a nontechnical presentation of the study results, including a broad overview of the overall
project history and formulation process, the FEIS, and study recommendations. The remaining
volumes are as follows:

Yolume 2

Appendix A: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) On-Farm Report
Section I: Natural Resources Plan For On-Farm Portion

Section IT: Documentation Report

Volume 3
Appendix B: Engineering Investigations & Analyses
Section I: Hydraulics and Hydrology

Volume 4
Appendix B: Engineering Investigations & Analyses
Section II: Geology & Soils

Volume 5

Appendix B: Engineering Investigations & Analyses
Section III: General Engineering

Section IV: Structural, Electrical & Mechanical

Volume 6
Appendix B: Engineering Investigations & Analyses
Section V: Major Pumping Station

Volume 7
Appendix B: Engineering Investigations & Analyses
Section VI: Cost Engineering Report

Yolume 8
Appendix B: Engineering Investigations & Analyses
Section VII: Reference Maps



Yolume 9

Appendix C: Environmental

Section I; Habitat Evaluation System (HES) Analysis
Section II: Mitigation & Environmental Features
Section III: Water Quality

Section IV Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation

Section V: Fisheries

Section VI: Coordination

Section VII: Habitat Maps

Section VIII: Cultural Resources

Section IX: Hazardous, Toxic, and Radiocactive Waste

Volume 10

Appendix D: Economics

Section I: Optimization of Project Features

Section II: Import System Optimization

Section IIT; Optimization of On-Farm Features and White River Withdrawals
Appendix E: Real Estate

Volume 11
Appendix F: Legal & Institutional Studies
Section I: Institutional and Legal Aspects of Project Development and Implementation -
Summary and Recommendations
Section 1I: Institutional and Legal Aspects of Project Development and Implementation
Section IIT: Legal and Institutional Barriers That Remain to Project Development and
Implementation

Volume 12
Appendix G: Quality Control Plan & QC/QA Documentation



AUTHORITY

HISTORY

Section 204 of the Flood Control Act of 1950 (64 Stat 174) authorized a project for the
Grand Prairie Region and the Bayou Meto Basin in eastern Arkansas. Due to a lack of local
sponsorship, this project was never funded and was subsequently-deauthorized by Section 1001(B)
of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 579A(B)). However, removal of rice
production limits, a severe drought in 1980, and a renewed concern for declining groundwater levels
prompted interest in developing water conservation and supply projects.

STUDY

Responding to the concerns of state agencies, local officials, and individuals; the Committee
on Public Works and Transportation of the United States House of Representatives adopted a
resolution on 23 September 1982 which directed the Corps of Engineers to study the feasibility of
developing water conservations and water supply project in eastern Arkansas. The resolution,
sponsored by former Congressman Bill Alexander, is quoted as follows:

“Resolved by the Committee on Public Works and Transportation of the House of
Representatives, United States, that the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors
is hereby requested to review the report of the Chief of Engineers on the Mississippi
River and Tributaries Project, published as House Document Numbered 308, 88th
Congress, and other pertinent reports, with a view to determining whether any
modification of the recommendations contained therein are advisable at this time, with
particular reference to the need and feasibility of improvements in the Bayou Meto,
1L’ Anguille, St. Francis, Cache, and Lower White River Basins including their
tributaries in the Alluvial Valley of Eastern Arkansas, in the interest of water
conservation and water supply of both surface and subsurface water for municipal,
industrial and agricultural purposes. These investigations will be fully coordinated
with the State of Arkansas, appropriate local government entities, and interested
Federal agencies.”

As a result of this legislation, the Corps of Engineers conducted the Eastern Arkansas Region
Comprehensive Study, which identified five potential project areas. The Grand Prairie Area was
included as one of these project areas. The final report was published in August, 1990.



GENERAL REEVALUATION

The Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act of 1992 directed the Corps of
Engineers to continue the Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study and to “select and develop
implementation plans for one area to serve as a demonstration project. The language is quoted as
follows:

“Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study, Arkansas.--The bill includes
$420,000 for the Corps of Engineers to continue preconstruction engineering and
design of the Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study authorized by the
Committee on Public Works and Transportation of the House of Representatives on
September 23, 1982, The Committee expects the Corps to use the funds to refine
plans for agricultural water supply, groundwater management and conservation for
the Grand Prairie, White River, Little Red River, Bayou Meto and Cross, Craighead,
Poinsett, Jackson, St. Francis, Lee and Woodruff County areas in Arkansas. Further,
the Committee directs the Secretary of the Army to select and develop
implementation plans for one area to serve as a demonstration project.

The Grand Prairie area was selected for the demonstration project and a general reevaluation
was initiated with development of an initial project management plan. Congressional direction and
funding continued in the 1993, 1994, and 1995 Appropriations Acts. Funds were included in the FY
1996 and FY 1997 budgets to continue and complete the general reevaluation.

PROJECT REAUTHORIZATION

In 1996, Congress reauthorized the original Grand Prairie Region and Bayou Meto Basin
flood control project with a broadened scope of work. Section 363(a), Project Reauthorizations, of
the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 1996, Public Law 104-303, is quoted as follows:

“Grand Prairiec Region and Bayou Meto Basin, Arkansas.--The project for flood
control, Grand Prairie Region and Bayou Meto Basin, Arkansas, authorized by section
204 of the Flood Control Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 174) and deauthorized pursuant to
section 1001(b) of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C.
579a(b)), is authorized to be carried out by the Secretary; except that the scope of the
project includes ground water protection and conservation, agricultural water supply,
and waterfowl management if the Secretary determines that the change in the scope
of the project is technically sound, environmentally acceptable, and economic, as
applicable.



This document presents the selected project implementation plan for the Grand Prairie Region.
The Bayou Meto Basin will be addressed in a separate document.

STUDY PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The Appropriations Acts of FY92, FY93, FY94, and FY95 included funding for the
Corps to continue preconstruction engineering and design (PED) studies and directed the
Secretary of the Army “to select and develop implementation plans for one area to serve as a
demonstration project.” Special instructions received from HQUSACE with the work
allowances were:

< Initiate PED by preparing a general reevaluation report for one area to ultimately
be used as a demonstration project site for agricultural water supply

Submit report to Headquarters for review

No commitment to future actions is to be made

The demonstration project shall be the most cost effective plan, be engineeringly
feasible, environmentally acceptable, and economically feasible

Report progress monthly through the LCPM process

¢ blS

The purpose of the general reevaluation is to develop plans of improvement that address all of
the identified water resources problems and opportunities within the Grand Prairie project area.
Furthermore, the general reevaluation was conducted to fully evaluate and determine the optimum
plan of improvement for providing agricultural water supply and conservation measures while
incorporating water quality, fish and wildlife, recreation, and environmental protection/restoration
measures. Based on the planning criteria, alternatives were developed and analyzed to the extent
required to identify the plan consisting of measures that best meets the area’s needs. Once the plan
was identified, detailed engineering and design studies were completed to the level of detail required
for preparation of a baseline cost estimate and schedule for implementation.

REPORT AND STUDY PROCESS
REPORT

This report, which includes the final environmental impact statement (FEIS) and appendices, has
been prepared in response to the referenced authorities and guidance. The general reevaluation report
(GRR) is a complete decision document that provides a presentation of the study findings and results
and describes the detailed plan of improvement for the demonstration area. This document is of
sufficient detail and content to serve as the basis for proceeding to design memoranda, as needed, and
plans and specifications for project construction.



The GRR and DEIS were coordinated with Federal, state, and local agencies and other interests
for review and comment. Public meetings were conducted to discuss the study findings, conclusions,
and report recommendations. Comments from the public review have been addressed and necessary
revisions to the report have been made.

STUDY PROCESS

The first major milestone of the general reevaluation effort was completion of an Initial Project
Management Plan (IPMP). This document, developed in close coordination with local interests,
provided a detailed scope of study that outlined the specific tasks required by each organization and
the corresponding resource requirements for their execution. Open Plan software was utilized to
schedule activities, monitor milestones, and program and allocate monetary and personnel resources
to the study effort. The first phase of the general reevaluation included all data collection and
analyses necessary for identification of the best plan of improvement. The second phase consisted
of detailed planning, engineering, and design studies required for preparation of the baseline cost
estimate and schedule for implementation.

The next step is the review, processing, and coordination of the final GRR and DEIS.
Preparation of plans and specifications for the first item of work will begin after the public notice is
issued by the President, Mississippi River Commission and funds are provided by Headquarters, U.
S. Army Corps of Engineers.

PRIOR STUDIES, REPORTS, AND
~ PROJECTS

STUDIES AND REPORTS

The following studies, integral to development of the Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project,
were conducted during the reconnaissance or feasibility phase of the Eastern Arkansas Region
Comprehensive Study or during the general reevaluation effort. Detailed discussions of the analyses
and results are presented throughout the general reevaluation report (GRR) in specific sections to
which they are related.

Geohydrologic and Conservation Studies for Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study,
Memphis State University, January 1985.

Potential Conjunctive Water Resources Use Plan for the Grand Prairie Region of Eastern
Arkansas, University of Arkansas, April 1985.



Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study - Present and Projected Land and Water Use,
Soil Conservation Service.

Optimal Conjunctive Use-Sustained Yield Pumping Analysis for Eastern Arkansas, University
of Arkansas, August 1988.

Simulation of Ground-Water Flow in the Mississippi River Valley Alluvial Aquifer in Eastern
Arkansas, U. S. Geological Survey, 1990.

Trends and Comparison of Water Quality and Bottom Material of Northeastern Arkansas
Streams 1974-85, and Effects of Planned Diversions, U. 8. Geological Survey, 1990.

Development of a Groundwater Flow Model with Predictive Solutions for Grand Prairie Project
Implementation, Ground Water Institute - University of Memphis, July 1995.

Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project, Institutional and Legal Aspects of Project
Development and Implementation, University of Arkansas, November 1994.

The Legal and Institutional Barriers That Remain to Project Development and Implementation,
University of Arkansas, October 1996.

Eastern Arkansas Ground Water Quality Assessment, Ground Water Institute - University of
Memphis, February 1997.

Effects of Grand Prairie Irrigation Project on Fishes of the White River And Delta
Tributaries, Waterways Experiment Station - Corps of Engineers, February 1997.

OTHER PERTINENT REPORTS ON WATER SUPPLY IN
EASTERN ARKANSAS

Numerous studies and reports concerning water supply and groundwater depletion in eastern
Arkansas have been conducted by Federal, state and local agencies, research institutions and
individuals. Many of these studies were researched for background and historical information during
conduct of the Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study and the Grand Prairie Area
Demonstration Project General Reevaluation and were the source for much data.

House Document No. 255, 81st Congress, 1st Session, White and Arkansas Rivers and
Tributaries, Grand Prairie Region, Arkansas, July 1949.

House Document No. 308, 88th Congress, 2nd Session, Mississippi River and Tributaries,
Grand Prairie Region and Bayou Meto Basin, Arkansas, Annex P, October 1959.
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Arkansas State Water Plan, Eastern Arkansas Basin, Main Report, Executive Summary and
Synopsis, Arkansas Soil and Water Conservation Commission, June 1988.

PLAN FORMULATION

Plan formulation is the design of alternative plans that will meet planning objectives. An
alternative plan consists of a system of structural and/or nonstructural measures, strategies, or
programs formulated to alleviate specific problems or to take advantage of specific opportunities
associated with water and related land resources. This section includes a description of the problems,
needs, and opportunities; a description of current and future conditions pertinent to the proposed
project area; and a presentation of the development, evaluation, and screening of alternative plans of
improvement.

PROBLEMS AND OPPORTUNITIES

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Existing conditions pertinent to this study are those physical and socioeconomic conditions related
to agricultural water supply and the environment and those associated with impacts of the alternative
plans developed to address identified problems and opportunities.

PHYSICAL CONDITIONS

This section provides a description of the existing physical characteristics of the land and water
resources within the project area.

STUDY AREA

The Grand Prairie Demonstration Project Area as shown on Plates 1 and 2 includes portions of
Arkansas, Prairie, Lonoke, and Monroe counties in east central Arkansas. The area encompasses
362,662 acres located between the White and Arkansas Rivers and covers most of the area known
as the “Grand Prairie.” The project area is approximately 40 miles in length and averages about 15
miles in width; Stuttgart is located near the center. This area is underlain by the Mississippi River
Valley alluvial aquifer of Quaternary age which supplies about 82 percent of all the water used in the
project area, and its primary use is agricultural irrigation.
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HISTORY

The name given to this area “Grand Prairie,” is descriptive of what was once a vast grassland
prairie situated on an almost flat plateau. Rice was introduced as a commodity crop in 1904 and has
proven to be well suited to the area due to many factors including soils, topography, climate, and
water supply. The Grand Prairie is now one of the major rice producing areas in the world.
Arkansas, ranked number one in rice production in the United States, annually produces
approximately 42 percent of the national crop. The problem of declining groundwater levels in the
alluvial aquifer was first noted in 1927, and can be directly attributed to the extensive groundwater
pumpage necessary to irrigate rice. Numerous studies by Federal and state agencies since that time
have shown that serious water declines in the water table have continued over the area. A project
to provide eupplemental water to the Grand Prairie region was authorized by the Flood Control Act
of 1950, House Document 255; however, a project was never funded or constructed.

TOPOGRAPHY

The project area lies in the Mississippi Alluvial Plain physiographic region. The land siopes
generally eastward and southeastward from the northwest corner of the project area. An area north
of a line between DeValls Bluff and Carlisle primarily drains to the north. A narrow fringe of land
along the west side of the project area from Carlisle to Stuttgart is drained by minor streams that flow
west toward Two Prairie Bayou and Bayou Meto. Elevations in the project area exceed 230 feet
mean sea level (msl) in limited areas to the west of DeValls Bluff, and dip below 200 feet msl in
bottomiands along larger streams in the southern portion of the area. Most of the Grand Prairie is
underlain by a stiff, relatively impervious clay. Very little water can percolate through it; as a result,
most precipitation evaporates, is transpired, or runs off. Gentle land slopes allow for well spaced
levees, and there is only a slight loss of irrigation water by infiltration through the clay cap. These
are the principal factors that make the Grand Prairie ideally suited for rice production.

LAND USE

+4AXTA

Land resources are abundant in the project area.
The soils consist primarily of silt loams and are very
well suited to crop production. Agriculture is the
dominant Jand use in the Grand Prairie and is the
foundation of the area’s economy. Of the 362,662
total acres in the project area, 254,406 acres are
cropland. Cropland includes 247,556 acres of
irrigated cropland; the breakdown of irrigated
acreage is shown in Figure 1. Also included in
cropland are: 4,571 acres of grassland and 2,279
acres set aside in the Conservation Reserve
Program (CRP). The remaining area consists of
41,957 acres of forest land, 15,566 acres of Figure 1
reservoirs, and 50,377 areas of miscellaneous use. Existing Land Use - Breakout of Irrigated Cropland

x+hrB A
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WATER RESOURCES

The water resources of eastern Arkansas, groundwater and surface water, cannot meet the
demands that are being placed on them.
Capturing and storing runoff in reservoirs | 6000
and utilizing it as a source of irrigation
water has become common practice in
eastern Arkansas, particularly in the Grand | 4500
Prairie region. In the last 20 years, total
water use, particularly groundwater use, in | 3750
eastern Arkansas has dramatically increased.
Since the elimination of rice acreage
controls in 1975, rice has become an |2250
increasingly significant crop in areas other
than Grand Prairie region. Approximately
89 percent of the total consumptive water | ;54
use in eastern Arkansas is for agriculture.
Figure 2 shows how consumptive water 0
increased from 1960 to 1981. In 1985, 1960 1965 1970 1875 1080 1961
withdrawals from the alluvial aquifer, the Figure 2
pn'ncipa] source of in-igation water in Consumptive Water Use in Millions of Gallons Per Day
eastern Arkansas, exceeded recharge by
17%. Projections are that this disparity will increase until the available yield of the aquifer is the
annual recharge. The large quantity of water withdrawn for irrigation has resulted in a rapidly
declining water table.

5250

3000 —

1500

Water is essential to eastern Arkansas’ farmers. Each year, these farmers risk planting crops that
may be lost due to a lack of water. In this day of tight credit and high production cost, one bad crop
can put a farmer in bankruptcy. Water is the insurance that producers cannot be without. When
securing financing, producers utilizing irrigation systems are considered much better risks. Today,
a majority of lending institutions insist on irrigation systems before a loan application will be
considered.

Water has always been essential in growing rice - which is a billion dollar industry in eastern
Arkansas. Now, irrigation of other crops has become essential in sustaining production at profitable
levels. Table 1 shows the effect of irrigation on soybeans for the period 1971 to 1980 (Delta,
Arkansas).

12
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Table 1. Surface Water
GRAND PRAIRIE AREA o
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT The Grand Prairie lies between two major
Soybeans - Bushels per Acre tributaries of the Mississippi River, the
e ————————— | . . . v .
Yield Year Irrigated Nonirrigated Arkansas and White Rivers. Major tgbgtmes
to these rivers that are located within the
1971 357 30.0 project area include La Grue Bayou, Little La
1972 456 248 Grue Bayou, Ml]l Bayou, and King Bayou.
Two others, Prairie Bayou and Bayou Meto,
1973 37.8 20.5 form part of the western boundary of the
1974 359 35.9 project area; however, only a small portion of
the project area directly contributes runoff to
1975 29.4 29.4 these streams. The largest and most
1976 402 198 significant stream within the project area is La
; 0d ot Grue Bayou which traverses the length of the
197 0. . project area.
1978 30.0 9.0
1979 346 346
1980 30.6 4.9
AVERAGE 36.0 23.9

Streams within the project area have relatively flat gradients which contribute to sluggish
streamflow. This is greatly complicated by the many weirs and dams that have been placed in most
natural streams. These obstructions create pools that enable diverting water directly to fields or to
fill storage reservoirs for later use. Consequently, dependable surface water supplies are extremely
limited by the extensive use of surface water for irrigation. Most streams within the project area have
only seasonal flows.

Peckerwood Lake, a privately owned impoundment constructed on La Grue Bayou, is the only
major body of water (2,400 acres) in the project area. Although its main purpose is for irrigation, it
is also a valuable waterfowl and fisheries resource.

Groundwater

Probably no other environmental subject has been plagued by as much misunderstanding,
confusion, and myths as groundwater. Groundwater serves as a source of well water and can provide
base flow for some streams. Aquifers are geologic formations capable of storing and transmitting
water: they serve as both a storage reservoir and a conduit for water flow. There are generally two
types of aquifers, unconfined and confined. In unconfined aquifers, the saturated zone is free to rise
and fall in response to recharge and discharge to wells. Atmospheric pressure changes are freely
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transmitted downward, through the unsaturated zone, to the saturated zone which is commonly called
the water table. Unconfined aquifers yield water by draining aquifer material near a well. A well
produces water by lowering the water table adjacent to it in the shape of an inverted cone commonly
referred to as a “cone of depression.”

Confined aquifers are those that are overlain and underlain by impermeable rock, clay or other
material which prevents vertical movement of air or water. When a confined aquifer is penetrated
by a tightly cased well, water will rise in the pipe to an elevation above the top of formation being
tapped. These aquifers are termed “artesian” although all do not discharge water above the ground
surface. Confined aquifers yield water by expansion of the water, compression of the aquifer,
drainage of adjacent unconfined zones, and vertical leakage through confining layers. The aquifer
with which we were most concerned in this study is the Mississippi River Valley alluvial aquifer, the
unconfined aquifer underlying the Grand Prairie region.

Studies conducted by the U. S. Geological Survey and Arkansas Soil and Water Conservation
Commission show that, throughout portions of eastern Arkansas, water levels in the alluvial aquifer
are declining about 1 foot per year. In some areas of the Grand Prairie, water levels in the alluvial
aquifer have declined as much as 90 feet since irrigation began. Figure 3 illustrates the water level
declines in the alluvial aquifer near Stuttgart.

The tertiary (confined) aquifers that underlay the alluvial aquifer offer little with respect to long
term dependability. These aquifers cannot provide the volume of groundwater that the alluvium
aquifer does; widespread use would quickly deplete reserves. However, these tertiary sands are being
tapped as the alluvial aquifer is depleted; and, as a consequence, water levels in the Sparta aquifer (a
tertiary sand) in the Grand Prairie region have declined as much as 100 feet since 1905,

HYDROLOGY

A hydrologic study was made of the project area existing streams. This information was used to
design the delivery system without inducing flooding.

GEOHYDROLOGY

From the early 1900's to the present, the alluvial aquifer has been the predominant water source
for crop irrigation in eastern Arkansas. The alluvial aquifer is an unconfined aquifer composed of
coarse sand and gravel, grading upward to fine sand, its upper confining unit is composed of clay, silt,
and fine sand. The thickness of the alluvial sediments in eastern Arkansas generally ranges from 125
to 200 feet. Its average thickness is approximately 150 feet. In the Grand Prairie area, its thickness
ranges from about 60 to 140 feet; most of the aquifer is between 80 and 100 feet thick. These
thickness variations in the aquifer are related to the paleotopography of the underlying Tertiary
contact as well as the variable thickness of the upper confining layer. The thickness of the aquifer is
important in terms of physical constraints; however, the saturated thickness of water bearing sands
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is the most critical factor in the amount of water that the aquifer can yield in terms of pumpage rate
and future yield.
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Historical Water Surface Elevations of the Alluvial Aquifer in the Stuttgart Area
Note: Ground Surface Approximately 220 Feet Above Sea Level

Although it cannot provide the volume of the alluvial aquifer, the Sparta sand underlying the
alluvial aquifer is a major groundwater resource. As the alluvial aquifer has been depleted, pumpage
from the Sparta sand has increased. Over the years, pumpage by municipalities and the increased
usage by agricultural users have caused significant drawdown of the Sparta piezometric surface.

Groundwater in the alluvial aquifer flows from north to south with gradient changes toward cones
of depression. The piezometric surface of the alluvial aquifer varies from approximately 280 MSL
in the north near the Missouri state line to approximately 70 MSL in the south. There are three large
cones of depression in the alluvial aquifer in eastern Arkansas. The largest is located within the
Grand Prairie Region and Bayou Meto Basin primarily because crop irrigation first began in this area.
In the Grand Prairie region, the piezometric surface varies from 140 to 90 feet.

GEOLOGY

The Grand Prairie is a Pleistocene terrace plain, a distinct subdivision of the Mississippi Alluvial
Plain physiographic region. The Grand Prairie project area is underlain by deep sedimentary deposits
of the Mississippi Embayment. The western margin of the embayment is marked by the “Fali Line”
located approximately 20 miles northwest of the project area. This “Fall Line” separates the Gulf
Coastal Plain from the Interior Highland. The geologic units of the Gulf Coastal Plain contain the
Quaternary alluvium and Sparta aquifers.

15



Paleozoic rocks making up the basement structure are overlain by Cretaceous sediments of marine
origin. These units are in turn overlain by a series of Tertiary deposits which are divided in ascending
order in the Midway, Wilcox, Claiborne, and Jackson Groups. Some water is withdrawn from sands
in the upper three groups, especially the Sparta sand in the Claiborne Group; however, the Quaternary
alluvium is the principal aquifer for the Grand Prairie region.

Low-permeability soils form an upper confining layer to the underlying water bearing sands and
gravel. This confining layer, known as the “clay cap,” is generally about 60 feet thick over the Grand
Prairie, but its thickness ranges from less than 10 feet to more than 100 feet. Ironically, this clay cap
that minimizes deep percolation and makes much of the delta ideal for growing rice also prevents
vertical recharge to the alluvial aquifer.

SoOILS

Soils delineation for the project area was accomplished by the NRCS on USGS quadrangle maps.
Memphis District personnel digitized this information and integrated it into the Geographic
Information System (GIS) database for use in analyses and impact assessments. Plate 3 shows the
soils delineation for the project area.

Major soils within the Grand Prairie project area include the Calhoun, Calloway, Crowley, Loring,
Stuttgart, and Tichnor series. Table 2 provides a summary of the soils information for the project
area.

Minor soils within the project area include: moderately well drained, loamy Grenada soils on
terraces and uplands; well drained, loamy McKamie soils on uplands; moderately well drained, loamy
Muskogee soils on terraces and uplands; and moderately well drained, loamy Oaklimeter soils on

Flood plains.

Most of the soils in the project area have restrictive layers at 10 to 12 inches which have
developed from long term farming. These dense layers, known as traffic pans, limit rooting depth,
water holding capacity, and groundwater recharge. As a result, crops cannot endure long periods
without rainfall or irrigation.
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Table 2.
GRAND PRAIRIE AREA DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
Soils Information

SOILS GENERAL PROBLEMS | LAND | CROPS
. SERIES CHARACTERISTICS L o
Cathoun™ | Very deep, level, poorly | Wetness and
“....7 | drained, slowly permeable, surface drainage
| loamy soils

Moderate

Calioway | Very deep, level to nearly

| level, somewhat poorly wetness and | rice, grain
drained, slowly permeable, erosion ] sorghurn, and
loamy soils .| wheat

qid - | Rice,
.} soybeans, and
} grain

Moderate
wetness and
surface drainage

'Crow[éy: | Deep, level, somewhat poorly
i | drained, very slowly
permeable, loamy soils

*{ sorghum
Loring Very deep, nearly level to | Erosion , | Soybeans and
moderately steep, moderately .| winter small
well drained, slowly { grains
.| permeable, loamy soils

| Moderate

Stuttgart .| Very deep, level to nearly ) Rice,

level, moderately well drained, wetness and | soybeans, and
very slowly permeable, loamy | surface drainage 2| grain
soils 4 sorghum
- Tichnor Very deep, level, poorly Long period i | None
drained, slowly permeable, .| flooding '
loamy soils : SN
NAVIGATION

Channel maintenance for navigation on the White River was authorized by Congress in 1892 in
order to maintain a navigation channel with a minimum depth of 4.5 feet. Section 107 of the Rivers
and Harbors Act of 1960 authorized the following: an increase the minimum authorized channel to
8 feet from the mouth to Augusta, AR for gage readings at Clarendon, AR of 12 feet or higher; a
minimum channel depth of 5 feet from the mouth to Augusta, AR for gage reading at Clarendon, AR
less than 12 feet; and a minimum channel depth of 4.5 feet from Augusta, AR to Newport, AR.
Present dredging practice maintains a minimum channel depth of 8 feet from its mouth to Newport,
AR when the Clarendon, AR gage is 12 or greater. Maintenance dredging currently begins during
July and generally ends in October of each year.
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METEOROLOGY

The climate of the Grand Prairie region is temperate with long, warm summers and short,
moderately cold winters. Mild and humid would generally classify the climate of the region. Monthly
average temperatures range from approximately 43 degrees Fahrenheit in January to approximately
83 degrees Fahrenheit in July. Occasional periods of excessive summer heat and winter cold are
common. The first and last killing frosts normally occur in mid-October and early April, respectively.
The mean freeze-free period is about 200 days.

The average annual rainfall for the project area is approximately 49 inches based on the National
Weather Service gage in Stuttgart. The months of March, April, and May have the highest average
rainfall; July, August, September, and October have the lowest average monthly rainfall. This
distribution does not correlate to the timing of water needs for agriculture. Normal year rainfall
provides for excess water during the winter and early spring months and a deficit during the summer
and early fall months. Water during these deficit months is critical to crop production. Without a
supply of water during these months, crop yields wouid be significantly impacted and farming would
not be a feasible venture. Local farmers have implemented measures to capture and store existing
runoff both on their own and through on-going farm programs administered by the NRCS.
Evaporation for the project area is high, averaging 52 inches annually. Snowfall in the area is very
moderate with an average annual amount of approximately 2 inches.

WATER QUALITY

Surface water quality is primarily influenced by the area’s topography, soils, and land use. The
primary surface water pollutant is suspended sediment which is a direct result of the area’s extensive
agricultural land use practices. Irrigation water currently being used in the Grand Prairie is a mixture
of groundwater extracted from the alluvial and Sparta Sand aquifers and surface water captured in
tailwater recovery systems. Water from these sources is mixed and applied to the crops in various
proportions. Existing data indicates that the quality of both surface water and groundwater is
relatively good and poses no immediate problem to agriculture. The key characteristic of importance
to agricultural productivity is salinity or total dissolved solids. Salinity does not appear to be a
problem in the area. All water sources currently being used have moderate levels of total dissolved
solids, well below the suggested limits for long term agricultural activity. Water quality analyses
conducted by the University of Memphis Ground Water Institute are included in Volume 9, Appendix
C, Section I, Water Quality.

ENVIRONMENT
The Grand Prairie is a unique region. Aside from its value to agriculture, the region contains
natural lakes, bayous, manmade lakes and reservoirs, both large and small drainage ditches, large

acreages of water devoted to aquaculture, large acreages of seasonally flooded fields and reservoirs
for duck hunting, bottomland hardwood tracts, and prairie remanents.
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Natural Resources

Historically, a series of discontinuous prairies occurred in Louisiana and eastern Arkansas on
poorly dissected Pleistocene terraces of the Mississippi River Valley. The largest of these prairies
was the Grand Prairie which covered approximately 500,000 acres. Today only about 500 acres of
prairie remain in small, widely scattered tracts within the historical Grand Prairie region;
approximately 80-90% of these prairie remnants are contained within the project area.

The region comprising the Grand Prairie and Lower White and Cache River bottoms is probably
the most important wintering area for mallards in North America. Its location in the heart of the
wintering range of the Mississippi Flyway, its historically abundant wetland resources, and its
bounteous and sundry food sources make it truly a unique and rare natural resource. Stuttgart,
Arkansas, centrally located in the Grand Prainie region, is known as the “Rice and Duck Capital of
the World”. The Grand Prairie is internationally recognized for providing exceptional waterfowl
hunting.

Wildlife Habitat

Wildlife distributions and populations depend largely on the quantity and quality of available
habitat. Land use and management, water availability, and climate are factors that influence habitat
conditions. The diversity and abundance of wildlife is directly related to the availability of suitable
habitat. The terrestrial wildlife habitat of the Grand Prairie project area consists of three general
vegetative cover types: forest (41,957 acres), grassland (4,571 acres), and cropland (254,406 acres).

Forest includes both bottomland and upland communities. Wildlife species dependent upon
woodland habitat in the project area include: white-tailed deer; fox and gray squirrels; southern flying
squirrels; woodchucks; eastern cottontail rabbits; swamp rabbits; eastern spotted and striped skunks;
river otters; bobcats; minks; raccoons; coyotes; ninebanded armadilloes; red and gray foxes; wild
turkeys; various song birds, woodpeckers, and raptors; and numerous reptiles and amphibians.

Grassland consists of native prairie (or native pasture) and improved pasture land. Composition
of vegetation varies depending on soil type, soil moisture, and management practices. Well managed
native pasture or prairie generally includes a mixture of tall grasses composed principally of big
bluestemn, little bluestem, switchgrass, Indiangrass, and numerous forbs. Broomsedge, silver
bluestern, splitbeard bluestem, and ragweed generally take over in poorly managed areas. Woody
species such as sweetgum, ash, sumac, and persimmon also invade unmanaged areas. Bermudagrass
is the dominant species adopted for improved pasture land. Cropland, the dominant landuse/cover
type within the project area, consists of 254,406 acres of seasonal crops that require frequent or
seasonal tillage and intensive management practices, or both. Crops grown in the area include rice,
soybeans, wheat, grain sorghum, and comn. Many wildlife species rely heavily on these croplands as
a food source; not only is the grain utilized by various species of wildlife, but the insects and other
wildlife attracted to crop fields are eaten by predators.. Some of the species or groups that are
commonly encountered in the cropland cover type and adjacent edge communities include white-
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tailed deer, rabbits, raccoons, fox, mice, rats, wild turkey, bob-white quail, mourming doves,
flycatchers, sparrows, raptors, waterfowl, and shore birds.

Fisheries

Because of desiccation during the summer, only low-quality fisheries exist in most of the small
tributary streams within the project area. Extensive diversion of flows from streams for field
application and for filling of reservoirs has limited the quantity and quality of fisheries within project
area streams. The highest quality fisheries now exist in multi-purpose reservoirs (i.e., reservoirs
managed for sport fisheries as well as irrigation water), the 2,400 acre Peckerwood Lake, and the
White River and its associated oxbow lakes.

Wetlands

Wetland and deepwater habitats found in the project area include bottomiand hardwoods, forested
swamps, scrub/shrub swamps, marsh, riverine, and impoundments (facustrine). Wetland communities
are extremely high in species diversity and provide essential habitat for many species. Species include
ducks, geese, herons, egrets, shore birds, songbirds, birds of prey, raccoons, rabbits, beavers,
muskrats, white-tailed deer, reptiles, and amphibians. A total of approximately 28,387 acres of
wetlands exists within the project area.

Cultural Resources

A series of cultural resources surveys for lands included in the project rights-of-way was
conducted. The work was conducted by reach for the 11 reaches as designated at the time of the
surveys. Approximately 11,000 acres were surveyed and 174 sites were identified, including 151 with
historic only components, 10 with prehistoric only and 13 with both prehistoric and historic remains.
Sites range in age from Paleo (9500 B.C. - 7800 B.C.) to present. Included within the 151 historic
components are 44 structures; an additional 18 structures were recorded, but were not given site
numbers.

Endangered Species

One endangered fish species, pallid sturgeon (Scaphirhynchus albus), and one endangered mussel
species, pink mucket pearlymussel (Lampsilis abrupta), occur within the study area portion of the
White River. The threatened bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is a transient species, resting
and feeding along the White River during its winter migration. However, no large concentrations of
eagles have been observed along this portion of the river; and no nest sites are known to be located
within the study area. All project-related matters concerning these species were coordinated with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
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Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste (HTRW)

A Phase 1 Assessment of the potential for HTRW was conducted for the project area. The
assessment relies on site inspections, aerial videotapes and photographs, and document research.
Based on these investigations, it is concluded that no HTRW would be encountered during project
construction and no additional HTRW work is recommended unless new information determines
otherwise. The HTRW Phase 1 Assessment is included in Volume 9, Appendix C, Section IX.

Recreation

The two major recreational activities within the study area are hunting and fishing. The Grand
Prairie is renowned for providing exceptional waterfowl hunting. White-tailed deer, turkey, and
squirrel hunting are extremely popular in woodland areas. Although fishing is limited in most of the
project area tributary streams, Peckerwood Lake, the White River and associated oxbow lakes,
numerous multi-purpose reservoirs, and larger irrigation canals offer moderate to excelient fishing.
Fishing access is limited on reservoirs and canals since they are privately owned. The uplands,
wetlands, and waters of the study area furnish nonconsumptive recreationists with opportunities to
participate in bird watching, nature photography, hiking, boating, and other activities.

SOCIOECONOMIC PROFILE

According to the Census Bureau, the combined population in Prairie and Arkansas counties
declined from 34,315 in 1980 to 31,171 in 1990. During this same decade, while employment was
up in manufacturing and down in wholesale and retail trade (both by 4%), agricuiture experienced
a 20% drop in employment. Overall unemployment grew from 5% to 6.2%, and the number of
occupied housing units declined from 12,567 to 12,050.  Although per capita income almost
doubled, from $5713 to $10,397, the incidence of poverty slightly increased. In 1990, 21.1% of
persons in the two counties was below the poverty level --- up from 20.8% in 1980. The percent of
high school and college graduates increased during the period.

In 1990, only about 6% of total employment was in health services. Prairie County was still rural,
while almost half of Arkansas County’s population lived in the town of Stuttgart. Stuttgart also
accounted for about one-third of the population in both counties, and approximately 18% each of the
employed and unemployed. Manufacturing and retail trade comprise the largest employment
industries in the state. This is also true for the two counties. Although the incidence of poverty there
is above the state average of 19.1%, the rate of unemployment is lower than that statewide (6.8%).

By 1995, the population in both counties had declined even further to 30,344. The project is

expected to increase urban and rural employment, with corresponding growth in other areas of the
local economy.
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FUTURE WITHOUT PROJECT CONDITIONS

AGRICULTURAL WATER SUPPLY

The existing or desired landuse and the

300,000
demand for irrigation water would not be
expected to change at anytime in the foreseeable
future. However, the availability of | 40000

groundwater to sustain existing and future
agriculture needs is expected to be significantly
reduced as the aquifer is depleted. The supply
of irrigation water is projected to decrease as
shown in Figure 4. Existing on-farm storage
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ECONOMIC RESOURCES Projected Groundwater Supply, Without-Project Conditions

The reduction in available irrigation water translates
into a substantial reduction in irrigated acreage.
Projected without project land use is presented in Figure
5. (Note: Cropland, irrigated cropland, and water
supply and demand data presented in the economic
analysis differs in that the 8,849 acres of proposed on-
farm storage is take out of the single-cropped soybean
acreage and the 3,070 acres of aquaculture is included
in irrigated acreage.) The aquifer will continue to be
depleted and approximately 187,129 acres of irrigated
cropland will convert to dryland farming by the year
2015. This results in a net revenue decrease from the
current level of $23.9 million to $14.9 million by 2015.
A detailed discussion of the without project conditions
is provided in Volume 10, Appendix D, Section IL
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ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

Without project implementation, the water levels beneath the Grand Prairie will continue to
decline, rapidly increasing the distance from the wetlands to the water table. This will have a drying
effect on the wetlands. Recharge from the aquifer to natural streams will decrease as the aquifer
declines, thereby, changing the ecology of the riverine system.

WATER QUALITY

Agricultural practices in the project area are not expected to change in the foreseeable future, thus
the demand for irrigation water will remain. As the aquifer is further depleted the potential for
intrusion of salt water is increased. Continued and more intensified use of surface water for irrigation
will degrade the quality of the water and further lower the quality of fish and wildlife habitat.

CONCISE STATEMENT OF PROBLEMS, NEEDS AND OPPORTUNITIES

NATURAL RESOURCES

The Grand Prairie was the largest (approximately 500,000 acres) in a series of discontinuous
prairies which historically occupied portions of Louisiana and Arkansas. However, cultivation has
reduced this once vast grassiand to ten isolated remnants totaling approximately 500 acres. Although
many wildlife species indigenous to the prairie vanished, waterfow] still migrate to this region in large
numbers. Prairie remnants and waterfowl are two ecologically important features of the Grand
Prairie. As a project component, native prairie vegetation would be established within the rights-of-
way of new irrigation canals. In addition, the tentative selected plan would flood 38,525 acres of
harvested rice fields on an average annual basis to benefit waterfowl.

Fisheries within the tributary streams of the project area have been heavily impacted by excessive
removal of surface water for irrigation purposes. The project would supply water from the White
River to these streams; this additional water and the pooling effect of project weirs would provide
a substantial increase in fishery habitat.

A recent study conducted by the University of Memphis, Ground Water Institute, indicated that
groundwater-influenced wetlands along the White River would be adversely impacted by the
continued depletion of the alluvial aquifer. It also revealed that the tentative selected plan could
prevent or slow the “drying” effect of aquifer depletion on these wetlands.
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AGRICULTURAL WATER SUPPLY

The major resource problem in the project area and eastern Arkansas is the lack of a dependable
water supply to continue irrigation of cropland. The alluvial aquifer, which is the primary source of
agricultural irrigation water for all eastern Arkansas is seriously depleted. Groundwater withdrawals
over several decades in excess of recharge (safe yield) have resulted in several large cones of
depression in the aquifer. The largest cone is centered over the Grand Prairie in Arkansas, Prairie,
and Lonoke counties. Groundwater depletion is one of the most serious and far reaching problems
that faces the eastern Arkansas region. Impacts will be of national significance as this region
produces approximately 42 percent of the national product of rice and significantly contributes in
soybean, wheat, and other grain crops. '

NAVIGATION

The current project on the White River as discussed in a previous section of this report does not
provide a channel that supports year round navigation or that meets the needs and desires of local
navigation interests. Toward reaching these goals local interests were instrumental in the recent
authorization of the White River, Arkansas project for navigation, Section 363(b) of the WRDA
1996, Public Law 104-303. The specific problems, needs, and opportunities as related to navigation
on the White River were beyond the scope to this study. However, extensive analyses and
evaluations were performed to assess any impacts that might be incurred as a result of the
demonstration project implementation. These results of these analyses are presented in Volume 3,
Appendix B, Section I, Part D, Topic D, White River and Volume 10, Appendix D, Section III,
Optimization of On-Farm Features and White River withdrawals. The Grand Prairie Project would
have no effect on the project for navigation reauthorized by WRDA 1996.

ECONOMIC

Use of water in eastern Arkansas is closely related to economic growth and development. The
economic results of exhausting the aquifer would be catastrophic. The social well being of the people
would be jeopardized. The future of the industry that is the economic base of the region and supports
all other industry - agriculture, is threaten to non-existence.

Many farms within the project area cannot meet all of an average year’s water needs and as such
only partially irrigate their crops. Farmers have started tapping a deep aquifer to supplement their
water needs. Studies have shown that this is only a short term solution. The deep aquifer can not
sustain a yield to meet the irrigation requirements and is very expensive both in capital investment and
operating costs. Farmers can only justify using the deep aquifer in conjunction with the much cheaper
surface and shallow aquifer costs.

Without an alternative source of water, irrigation to sustain farming at profitable levels cannot

continue. This will have a significant, adverse economic impact on the local economy. It will force
farmers, farm supply dealers, and lending institutions into bankruptcy along with others not directly
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related to agriculture, whose livelihood depends on the moneys provided by agriculture to the local
economy.

SUMMARY

The consequences of aquifer depletion can be prevented or at least limited by providing a
supplemental source of irrigation water, thereby maintaining the aquifer at a level which would allow
for a sustained yield. The only solution to eastern Arkansas’s and particularly the Grand Prairie’s
groundwater problem is an alternative water supply with conservation.

PROJECT PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

INVENTORY AND FORECAST RESOURCES

Early in the scoping process, during development of the Initial Project Management Plan (IPMP),
it became apparent that the collection, assimilation, management and utilization of data for a project
of such magnitude and complexity could not be efficiently accomplished without a special
management tool. Data would be collected, developed, and utilized by numerous parties both inside
and outside the Corps. Easy transfer of data to and from a central data bank was essential to efficient
execution of studies. In order to be compatible with existing in-house survey and mapping,
computer-aided drafting and design (CADD), and database software, a Geographic Information
System (GIS) was developed using Intergraph Microstation MGE software and, in cooperation with
the University of Memphis, ARC/INFO.

BASE MAPPING

Existing mapping of the Grand Prairie area consisted of U. S. Geological Survey quadrangle maps
which were outdated and inadequate for the level of detail required for planning, engineering and
design studies. Physical conditions of the area had changed significantly over the past 20 years.
USGS quads did not include many existing features such as on-farm storage reservoirs, irrigation
canals, tailwater recovery systems, minnow and fish ponds, converted farmlands, and structures that
were critical in project planning and development.

AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY

Survey control points were established and aerial photography for the project area was obtained.
Based on the data needs and analyses required for the study and an evaluation of the cost associated
with mapping of the area at various altitudes, it was determined that flying the area at 12,000 feet
would provide the level of detailed needed and be the most time and cost effective. Photography at
this altitude provided current mapping at an accuracy within acceptable design limits. Photo coverage
of the project area included 253 photos at a 1:24000 scale which is 1 inch = 2,000 feet.
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TOPOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

One hundred and six picture ties or control points were identified and surveyed to establish
reference coordinates for digital map generation. Channel cross sections along existing streams were
obtained for hydraulic modeling and engineering design. Detailed surveys of the pumping station and
diversion site along the White River were conducted. Other topographic information was obtained
to meet the planning, engineering and design needs for the general reevaluation. All survey data was
input into the model for improved accuracy.

3-D MODEL

Two hundred and forty-one stereo pairs were compiled on a KERN DSR 14 analytical stereo
plotter to generate 3D topographical maps for the project area. All physical features (roads, streams,
reservoirs, levees, railways, etc.) were drawn in 3D. Mapp/Pal/Albany software was utilized for
analytical aertriangulation. DTMCOL software was used for digital terrain model grid points.

All topographic data was imported into Intergraph MGE Modeler software to generate contours
to National Map Accuracy Standards. Five foot interval contours were used for mapping the project
area.

DATA COLLECTION AND ASSIMILATION
DATABASE & GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM (GIS)

The 3-D topographical model was the base of the GIS system. Other information was input on
levels that could be active or inactive depending on data needs. The structure and various layers of
data contained within the GIS are shown in Table 3. Briefly, the GIS consists of base map data,
hydrography, natural resources, and hydraulic features. Each of the data layers are described in the
following sections. The true utility of the GIS lies in its ability to link tabular and graphical data.
Along with all of the graphical features contained within the GIS, there exists a corresponding tabular
entry containing descriptive information about each unique feature. Table 4 describes the tabular data
for each of the data layers within the GIS.
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CATEGORY

DESCRIPTION

Base Map Physical Features (Roads, Aerial Photography Intergraph MGE, ARC/INFO
Railroads, Cities, Airports,
ete.)
Jurisdictional (City Limits, USGS, WRRIWDD, & Intergraph MGE, ARC/INFO
County Lines, WRRIWDD County Maps
Boundaries, etc.)
Property Lines & Ownership Farm Service Agency Intergraph MGE, ARC/INFO
Contours Generated-InRoads Softwere | Intergraph MGE
Land Use/Land /Cover Aerial Photography, FSA Intergraph MGE
Construction Items Project Design Intergraph MGE, ARC/INFO
Hydrography Rivers & Streams Aenal Photography Intergraph MGE, ARC/INFO
Wetlands USFWS - National Wetlands | ARC/INFO |
Inventory
Natural Habitats Derived from Wetlands Data | ARC/INFO
Resources Forested Areas Aerial Photography Intergraph MGE, ARC/INFO
Prairies and Natural Areas Natural Heritage Intergraph MGE, ARC/INFO
Soils Commission Intergraph MGE
NRCS & NWI
Project Canals and Pipelines Project Design Intergraph MGE, ARC/INFO
Features Weirs, Siphons Project Design Intergraph MGE, ARC/INFO
Bridges, Culverts Project Design Intergraph MGE, ARC/INFO
Relocations Hardcopy, Field Intergraph MGE, ARC/INFO
Investigations
Canal & Pipeline Rights-Of- Project Design Intergraph MGE, ARC/INFO
Way ~—— o —. ——
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THEME/ DESCRIPTION TABULAR DATA
CATEGORY

Base Map Roads USGS Road Classification (Interstate, US Highway,
State Highway, or County Road
Property Lines & Ownership FSA Identification Number;, Township, Range, and
Section Numbers; Owner and Operator Name and
Address
Contours Elevation
Land Use/Land Cover Land Use/Land Cover Classification
Construction Items Identification Number (Itesn Number) i |
Hydrography Rivers & Streams Stationing & Cross Section Data
Wetlands NWTI Wetlands Classification, COE Habitat
Classification, Acreage
Natural Resources Habitats NWI Wetlands Classification, COE Habitat
Classification, Acreage
Forested Areas COE Habitat Classification, Acreage
Praines and Natural Areas Natural Heritage Commission (NHC) Identification
Number, Name
Soils Soil Type
Project Features Canals and Pipelines Identification Number
Weirs, Siphons Identification Number
Bridges, Culverts Identification Number
Canal and Pipeline Rights-Of-Way Identification Number
Relocations ] Tg of Facilig and Number of Each Location

Informix software was utilized to develop and structure a database to meet the data needs of the
study. Due to a change in Memphis District’s software this database was converted to Microsoft
SQL 6.0 late in the study effort. To facilitate the completion of this phase of the project, a portion
of the GIS development and analysis was performed by the Ground Water Institute (GWI) at the
University of Memphis. Much of data developed in-house was converted by the GWI from
Intergraph MGE design (DGN) files into ARC/INFO coverages in order to be compatible with data
available only in ARC/INFO format.

LANDUSE

The base unit to which all landuse data is tied is the tract. A tract is a unit of land, identified by
legal description and coordinate system, and having a unique Farm Service Agency (FSA -- formerly
the Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service (ASCS)) identification number. Section G
of the NRCS Documentation Report, Volume 2, Appendix A, Section II provides detailed
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information on the FSA tract identification system. A farm may consist of a single tract or a group
of tracts. Each individual farm also has an identification number. FSA maintains comprehensive
records containing land use and cropping history for each farm tract participating in USDA farm
programs. The project area includes 867 farms consisting of 1578 tracts of land. The FSA tract
number was used as the record identifier for tract data.

Tract boundaries were transferred from FSA aerial photography to the Mempbhis District aenal
photography used for generating the 3-D model of the project area. These photos were scanned and
rectified and placed as a level in the GIS. Each tract record of the database was tagged to the
centroid of the tract on the base map for retrieval and query.

Landuse was obtained from FSA records, aerial photographs, USGS quadrangle maps, NRCS
records, and field inspection. FSA utilizes historical cropping records to calculate crop “base”
acreages. Base acreages are computed on a farm basis. Crop distributions for individual tracts were
computed assuming the same ratio as crop base acres for the entire farm. Fish pond acreage was
determined by map measurements and is considered a crop with water requirements. Other bodies
of water (fish & wildlife lakes, treatment lagoons, irrigation reservoirs, etc.) and landuse (woodlands,
pasture, prairie, etc) were identified and quantified from existing records, digitized aerial
photography, and map measurement.

DEMAND & SUPPLY DATA

Water needs for each tract within the project were determined by the NRCS utilizing existing
computer models in conjunction with several new models developed to assist in the analyses.
Irrigation water requirements for each major crop grown in the project area were determined using
an NRCS program call CONUSE. The results of this analysis were used in the NRCS water budget
program to compute individual tract water needs.

Groundwater availability values from modet studies conducted by the USGS and the University
of Arkansas were input into the NRCS water budget model. A Project Cell Analysis program based
on the cell format of the groundwater model used the surface water and groundwater data, water
demands, available storage and conservation levels to establish the overall project import needs and
peak import capacities. This analysis was not sufficient to determine water demands at the tract level.

A water budget program was developed to integrate land use, water demands, existing on-farm
storage, planned storage, potential tailwater (runoff) capture, groundwater availability, and import
needs for each tract of cultivated land in the project area. This model compares water demand,
existing water supplies, and potential water supplies to determine total needs and peak quantities and
times for each tract. This analysis included both crop and non-crop water needs and considered
evaporation losses for surface water sources.

Existing (1992) and future with project demands were computed from the same landuse database.
Adjustments to future with project conditions were as follows:
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All new on-farm storage would be constructed on cropland, thus reducing the irrigated acres.
The priority of cropland reduction for reservoir construction is full season soybeans, late
soybeans, and rice.

No changes in woodland acres will occur.

Total cropland acres will not increase and crop distributions will remain constant.

An additional 38,525 acres of flooded cropland for winter waterfowl habitat at an average
depth of 4 inches will be provided.

e 4+

Groundwater modeling estimated the long-term sustained yield from the alluvial aquifer to be
approximately 35,574 ac-ft per year for the Grand Prairie project area. The available groundwater
for each tract was determined from the groundwater model cell data and proportioned to the irrigated
acres for each tract within that cell.

Potential runoff capture is based on the irrigated acres and computed as a percentage of monthly
rainfall. The volume of existing storage was determine by multiplying the surface acreage by an
average depth of 8 feet. With project storage was based on a percentage of demand.

The total unmet need is the reduced demand after conservation less tailwater capture, available
storage, and groundwater at the sustained level. Crop water budgets were prepared for 10-day
intervals because a ten-day period is critical to crop production in terms of water availability. These
results were utilized in computing the required delivery system capacities. A detailed discussion of
these models and programs is provided in Section II of the NRCS Documentation Report, Volume
2, Appendix A.

ANALYSIS AND DATA APPLICATION

Data was assimilated and stored in the GIS for easy access and utilization by all study participants
for planning, engineering, and design of the project.

DELIVERY SYSTEM

The delivery system consists of a major pumping station and a network of new canals, existing
channels, pipelines, and associated structures to accomplish interbasin transfer of surface water to
meet the needs of the project area.

Layout

Water will be pumped from the White River just north of DeValls Bluff into the primary artery
of the canal system which extends westward to near Carlisle, then southward along the White River
and Arkansas River drainage divide, to Lodge Comer. The primary canal feeds secondary canals,
existing streams, and pipelines along its entire length. The secondary canals, existing streams, and
pipelines feed other delivery system components until water is accessible to every tract of land within
the project area. Gravity flow is utilized to the maximum extent practical. The water is controlied
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by a system of water control structures. Plate 2 provides the general layout of the distribution
system, Detailed plots of all systems components are included in Volume 8, Appendix B, Section
VII, Reference Maps.

A team of NRCS personnel in close coordination with the Memphis District conducted the
delivery system network analysis. Previous studies, aenial photography, USGS quadrangle maps, and
field observations were used to plan and layout the delivery system. The delivery system was planned
to provide water to all tracts within the project area. The initial layout was brought into a design file
in the GIS overlaying the base map. Coordination of the proposed alignment with Federal, state, and
local interests and the potential local sponsor; engineering and design, environmental, economic, and
institutional considerations; along with other factors; resulted in numerous minor alignment changes
throughout the planning of the project. A delivery system numbering system was developed which
allowed for easy location and identification of individual components, automated analysis and design
of the system, and modification. A detailed description of the delivery system network is provided
in Section H of the NRCS Documentation Report, Volume 2, Appendix A, Section II. The results
of the water budget model along with a delivery system data file was provided as input to the NRCS
NETWORK program to determine the flow rates (Q’s) required for each individua! segment of the
delivery system. Each tract was assigned an import water source located on a segment along a canal,
existing channel, or pipeline. Segment Q’s are determined by totaling Q’s required for each of the
tracts served by that segment plus the sum of Q’s for any extensions or laterais serving other tracts.

Hydraulic Analyses

Initial sizing of the delivery system was based solely on the demand for irrigation water with the
assumption that the White River could provide that demand upon call. Water supply and delivery was
evaluated using a water balance approach. Detailed analyses of the delivery system (canals, turnouts,
and pipelines) was conducted by steady and unsteady flow methodology. Information contained in
the databases for the hydraulic analyses included daily records of White River discharge and stage,
precipitation, rainfall runoff, tailwater capture, crop demands, waterfowl demands, sustainable
groundwater yields, seepage, and minimum flow requirements for the White River.

Engineering Design
Canals

Calculations to determine excavation and fill quantities were made utilizing Intergraph Inrcads
Design Software using the 3-D GIS model of the project area. Topographical Triangulated Networks
(ttn’s) and Digital Terrain Models (dtm’s) were used and templets “pushed” along horizontal and
vertical alignments to obtain volumes of cut and fill needed to produce the required minimum canal
cross section and levee height. In areas where needed fill was greater than the quantity of cut, vertical
offsets were used to provide additional material in order to minimize haul distances and outside
borrow areas. Vertical offsets ranged from 1.33 feet to 8 feet below the design grade. On select
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canals, levee crowns were increased up to 20 feet wide, levee heights increased by as much as 8 feet
and slopes flattened to 1V on 3.5H to dispose of excess material in reaches where cut exceeded fill.

Sections were “cut” for mass haul tables and graphs at various intervals. Intervals varied from
100 feet for short canals up to 2000 feet for canals eight to twelve miles long. The accuracy of the
quantities obtained, as compared to a method more accurate than the end area method, varied with
the length of the interval with the more accurate information coming from the shorter intervals. The
longer section intervals were used to reduce computer processing time and were justified by the
accuracy of the design models used to produce the data.

Real Estate

The landside toe of levees was used as a basis to calculate acres of right-of-way for the canals and
levee structure. An additional ten feet of right-of-way was added beyond the levee toe for
construction purposes to arrive at the final acreage required. The right-of-way requirements include
any additional lands necessary for the disposal of excess excavated material. Lands required for
construction of weirs is existing streams included access to the site. Real estate requirements at the
major pumping station were based on planning, engineering and design site needs and access to the
site.

Relocations

The delivery system layout and model was utilized to identify facilities impacted by project
implementation and to identify modifications to reduce impacts and costs. All relocations were input
into the GIS system for easy identification, location, and output.

Structures

A complex system of structural components is required to convey water in a controlled manner
through the delivery system. The type, dimensions, and locations of the structures required were
determined by the hydraulic analyses. Structures were located and identified on the GIS mapping and
feature data incorporated into the database. Structure configurations, site plans, and conceptual
designs were accomplished using Intergraph software. Volume 5, Appendix B, Section IV, Part A,
Structural and Mechanical Design Development contain
detailed information on the structural design.

ECONOMIC ANALYSES

Existing landuse, water supply and demand, projected future without and with project conditions
and other base economic data was input into the GIS database by the various agencies involved in
the collection and assimilation. The GIS was the major source of data for economic analyses to
determine project benefits and costs.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES

The Memphis District contracted the National Wetlands Inventory (NWT), St. Petersburg, Florida,
to digitize their wetland topographic quad maps of the project area. This NWI digital wetland data
was then incorporated into the project GIS data base. Since the NWI maps were developed based
on interpretation of aerial photography, wetland status at potential project impact sites was verified
in the field. Specific NWT wetland types with similar vegetation and hydrology were grouped into
broader habitat types {e.g., bottomland hardwood forest, forested swamp, scrub/shrub swamp).
Future without- and with-project impacts were projected for all habitat types within the project area.
Mitigation requirements necessary to offset losses to wildlife habitat were determined according to
Habitat Evaluation System procedures (Appendix C, Section I).

A Section 404(b)(1) evaluation was conducted for the total project, except for the on-farm
storage and delivery systems (Appendix C, Section IV). It was assumed that farmers would not
construct on-farm systems in wetlands. Any farmers that propose to locate irrigation structures in
wetlands will have to apply for an individual Section 404(b)(1) permit. The evaluation involved a
review of the project for compliance with the Clean Water Act by applying Section 404(b)(1)
guidelines.

A topographic/wetland survey of the White River floodplain was conducted near Clarendon,
Arkansas. Wetland communities were defined according to vegetation, soils, and elevation. This
baseline information coupled with projected White River hydrologic data was used to assess water
withdrawal impacts to floodplain wetlands.

The U.S. Army Waterways Experiment Station conducted a study to determine baseline
conditions of and potential project impacts to fisheries (see Appendix C, Section V). This study
evaluated project effects of irrigation water withdrawals from the White River on: (1) entrainment
of larval fishes, (2) littoral fish assemblages as related to reductions in wetted perimeter, and (3) fish
access to contiguous oxbow lakes as related to reductions in stage elevation. Also, project effects
on fish habitat of tributary streams and proposed canals that will be utilized to distribute irrigation
water were evaluated.

A phase I hazardous, toxic, and radioactive waste assessment was performed according to ER
1165-2-132 (see Appendix C, Section IX). This assessment involved site inspections, analysis of
aerial videotapes and photographs, document research, and coordination with appropriate agencies.

An intensive records search and cultural resources survey was conducted along all proposed canal
and pipeline alignments. Over 11,000 acres of land were surveyed. The survey found 174 cultural
resource sites. Many of these sites are historic, but some are prehistoric. To comply with cultural
resource laws, each site must be tested for significance prior to project implementation. Any
significant sites that are unavoidable will require data recovery (mitigation) before the project is
completed.
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STUDY PARTICIPATION & COORDINATION
STUDY MANAGEMENT

The Memphis District Corps of Engineers had the responsibility for planning and project
management activities for the general reevaluation effort. A two-tiered management structure
consisting of an Executive Committee and a management team was utilized in the managing the study.

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

The Executive Committee was responsible for overall study direction and execution which
included: commitments on scope, time, cost, resources, and quality; approval of any changes in scope
or schedule; and resolution of any disputes between coordinating agencies during the study process.
The Committee also participated in interagency coordination, public meetings, information briefings,
workshops, and issue resolution conferences; and activities involving Congressional interests; Federal,
state and local officials; and public interests.

The Executive Committee consists of the following members:

Colonel Daniel Krueger - Memphis District, District Engineer

Robert Tisdale - Memphis District, Chief, Deputy District Engineer (Project Management)
Tommy Hillman - President, White River Regional Irrigation Water Distribution District
Gene Sullivan - Executive Director, White River Regional Irrigation Water Distribution
District

& Kalven Trice - State Conservationist, Natural Resources Conservation Service

oo

STUDY MANAGEMENT TEAM

The study management team was responsible for the day to day management of the general
reevaluation. They worked with and directed the work of the interdisciplinary study team. The study
management team consisted of a project manager and technical managers. The responsibilities of the
project manager as related to general reevaluation report were: monitor physical and fiscal progress
of all work required for completion of the project; prepare budgetary submission data and materials;
report study progress monthly through the Life Cycle Project Management (LCPM) process and to
customer; serve as primary point of contact with potential project sponsor on project issues;
participate in preparation of IPMP, issue resolution conferences, study team meetings, and other
coordination activities; and prepare Project Management Plan (PMP). The study management team
also include a planning technical manager and representatives from the NRCS and WRRIWDD. The
planning technical manager responsibilities included: the quality and technical management of ail
activities including planning, engineering, and real estate products that were a part of the general
reevaluation; serving as point of contact on all technical issues; preparation of the IPMP, quality
control plan (QCP), and general reevaluation report (GRR); coordination of all technical issues;
monitoring of schedule and expenditure of funds for all activities, work elements, and subproducts
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for all work necessary for the GRR to assure completion on time and within resources allocated;

report progress, issues changes to technical chiefs and project manager; coordination of quality
control/quality assurance process including technical review and documentation;, and submit draft
report (main report & EIS, engineering appendices, real estate memos, etc.) for review and
processing. The NRCS technical manager managed all activities associated with the on-farm portion
of the project and coordinated this effort with the planning technical manager. The WRRIWDD
representative was included in all aspects of planning and project development and assisted in
numerous activities. This involvement and coordination was key in the development of a project
consistent with the needs and desires of local interests.

INTERDISCIPLINARY STUDY TEAM

An interdisciplinary study team was utilized so that specialists in each discipline would be
available to the study effort. The study team also consisted of members from the NRCS and
WRRIWDD.

STUDY PARTICIPANTS

Coordination with all study participants and key interests was effected upon receipt of the
initial work allowance in December 1991. Initial meeting focused on the development of the IPMP
considering the Congressional direction and special instructions received with the work allowance.
A scope of studies to achieve the desired study outputs in an efficient and cost effective means was
developed with input from all parties.

FEDERAL AGENCIES

(1) The NRCS was a major player throughout the planning process in identification of
problems and opportunities, inventory and projection of resources and needs, formulation of
alternatives, evaluation of project measures, and planning and design of the on-farm portion of the
project.

(2) Results of analyses and modeling studies conducted by the U. S. Geolc:zcal Service
(USGS) during the Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study were utilized in ac ermining the
availability of groundwater. Updated aquifer data from USGS well data was used to confirm
previous projections and refine needs to the tract level.

(3) Coordination with the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has been continuous
throughout the study effort. USFWS is a part of the team that developed and formulated measures
to be included as an integral part of the plan to provide additional habitat for waterfowl and fisheries.
A Planning Aid Report and Fish and Wildlife Coordination Report are included in Volume 9,
Appendix C, Section VL.
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STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES

The Arkansas Soil and Water Conservation Commission (ASWCC), Arkansas Game and Fish
Commission (AG&FC), and Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission provided considerable input and
support to the study effort. Other agencies involved in coordination include Arkansas Department
of Transportation, Arkansas Department of Health, Arkansas Department of Pollution Control and
Ecology, Arkansas Department of Parks and Tourism, Arkansas Geological Commission, and
Arkansas Waterways Commission.

POTENTIAL PROJECT SPONSOR

The White River Regional Irrigation Water Distribution District (WRRIWDD) has been an
active participant throughout the study effort.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

An extensive public involvement program was initiated with the receipt of the initial work
allowance. Coordination with state and local interests to select the demonstration project site was
effected in December 1991. With selection of the Grand Prairie as the demonstration project area,
a program was implemented to educate all interests concerning the project and solicit input into the
planning process. Public involvement activities included: public information meetings, area shop
meetings, individual meetings, state legislative briefings, in-progress reviews and status updates,
WRRIWDD quarterly meetings, field trips, news releases, information pamphlets, videos, county fair
displays, Wings Over the Prairie Festival booth, etc. The initial coordination meeting was conducted
with representatives from the WRRIWDD and ASWCC on December 10, 1991 in Little Rock,
Arkansas. This meeting focused on specific items that required early accomplishment and input from
local interests. It was decided that informational meetings for the Irrigation District and local
interests could best be conducted after development of the preliminary draft Initial Project
Management Plan (IPMP). The following is a list of some of the key public invoivement/coordination
activities.
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DATE
31 Mar 92

8 Dec 92

8 Dec 92

28 Jan 93

21 Jul 93
27 Jul 93

30 Aug -
3 Sep 93

18 Nov 93

7 Jun 94

18 Jan 94

24-26 Jan 95
21 Mar 95

21 May 96

ACTIVITY

Coordination Meeting - LMM,
NRCS, WRRIWDD, & ASWCC

WRRIWDD Quarterly Board
Meeting

Public Scoping Meeting

LMM, WRRIWDD, & NRCS
Meeting

Briefing
Board Meeting

“Shop™ Meetings

Coordination Meeting - LMM,
USFWS, & NRCS

Meeting with WRRIWDD

Formal presentation to Stuttgart
Rotary followed by a public
information workshop at
WRRIWDD office.

Open Meetings atWRRIWDD.
Environmental Meeting - LMM,

USFWS, AG&FC, U. of AR, etc.

Meeting with USFWS

PURPOSE

Provide progress report and coordinate future work
efforts.

In-progress review of study effort.

WRRIWDD open house meeting to provide
information on the general reevaluation and the
proposed project, discuss issues and concerns with
local interests, and solicit public comments. News
releases in area newspapers followed this meeting
providing project status.

Preparation for a series of “shop” meetings to be
conducted throughout the project area.
Briefed Governor Tucker on the demo project.

Meeting with WRRIWDD Board of Directors to
provide status report and discuss key issues.

Conducted 7 mectings at strategic locations throughout
the project area to key community leaders and farmers
for them to communicate and present the project within
their area.

Discussion of fish & wildlife aspects of the project.

Cene Sullivan hired as Executive Director of
WRRIWDD. WRRIWDD to take a more active role in
study and project implementation.

Workshop conducted to provide information relative to
the project and solicit input into project development.

Provide project update. Discuss issues and concerns.

Discuss waterfowl concerns and how waterfow] and
fisheries features could be incorporated in the plan.
Environmental issues and concerns associated with
project implementation.

Numerous other coordination meetings were conducted with study participants and interest
groups during the study process.
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QUALITY CONTROL/QUALITY ASSURANCE

A Quality Control Plan (QCP) was developed to insure that all planning, engineering, and
design studies were conducted consistent with Corps guidance and regulations and the final output
is a high quality product. The QCP was implemented for independent technical review, consistent
with established criteria and procedures, and with policy. Volume 12, Appendix G of this report
includes the QCP and supporting documentation for the quality control/quality assurance process.

SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS

CONGRESSIONAL DIRECTION AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS

Congressional direction contained in the Energy and Water Development Act, 1992 directed
that Secretary of the Army through the Corps of Engineers continue preconstruction engineering and
design (PED) by selecting and developing implementation plans for one area to serve as a
demonstration project. Special instructions provided by HQUSACE with the initial work allowance
were as follows:

& After consultation with local interest, initiate PED by conducting a general reevaluation
of one area identified in the draft feasibility report for the Eastern Arkansas Region
Comprehensive Study.

Submit report to Headquarters for review and approval.

No commitment to future actions is to be made.

The demonstration shall be the most effective plan.

Report progress monthly through the LCPM process.

Ll

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

The planning, engineering and design to determine if a feasible plan of improvement existed
and identification of the plan of improvement for proceeding into detailed engineering and design
studies was conducted for a project area covering 385,500 acres. Adopted requirements were that
all tracts within these boundaries with cultivated cropiand would participate in the project and use
imported surface water. The boundaries were adjusted twice during the course of the general
reevaluation. The first change was the result of a small area north of U. S. Interstate 40 being legally
removed from the WRRIWDD and included in the BMRIWDD. No major project design changes
were required. Based on system designs and economic optimization this area could best be serviced
from the Bayou Meto area via an Arkansas River diversion. The second change resulted indirectly
from an Amendment to the Region Water Distribution Act in the 1995 Arkansas General Assembly
which provided significant changes in Arkansas water law. This Amendment attempted to remove
any obstacles to the development and implementation of the preliminary plan of improvement for the
Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project and, in particular, the functions of the WRRIWDD.
Volume 11, Appendix F contains a detailed study of the history and development of Arkansas water
law as related to this project. The amendment contained provisions whereby landowners could
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petition the Courts to be excluded from the project boundaries. A majority of the landowners in the
area south of DeWitt, AR petitioned to be excluded from the District. No final court decision has
been made as of this date; however, the WRRIWDD has stated that they will not block their efforts
and decided the area should be removed from the demonstration project area. This change resuited
in a reduction of required import water and reduced canal sizes in several segments of the delivery
system.

Analyses were conducted to resize and optimize project features for the reduced area.
Existing data including crop acreages, on-farm storage, and surface acres were adjusted and total
demands recalculated. Models were revised and run with the new data with the 1800 cfs pumping
station and the new 1640 pumping station. Existing conditions (without import water) were run with
the 1640 cfs demand.

PLANNING CONSTRAINTS

GENERAL

This general reevaluation was conducted in accordance with the Economic and
Environmental Principles and Guidelines for Water and Related Land Implementation Studies,
published in March 1983 by the U. S. Water Resources Council. The Federal objective of water and
related land resources project planning is to contribute to national economic development consistent
with protecting the Nation’s environment, pursuant to national environmental statutes, applicable
executive orders, and other Federal planning requirements.

1. Water and related land resources project plans shall be formulated to alleviate problems
and take advantage of opportunities in ways that contribute to this objective.

2 Contributions to national economic development (NED) are increases in the net value
of the national output of goods and services, expressed in monetary units. Contributions to NED are
the direct net benefits that accrue in the planning area and the rest of the Nation. Contributions to

NED include increases in the net value of those goods and services that are marketed, and also of
those that may not be marketed.

3. Plan formulation criteria used was in compliance with the National Environmental
Policy Act, Executive Orders 11988 and 11990, and other applicable environmental statutes.

STUDY-SPECIFIC
% Minimize impacts to White River fisheries.
< Minimize impact to navigation on White River.

< Minimize impacts to wetlands and forests.

40



LEGAL AND INSTITUTIONAL

A major factor in project planning and design was the minimum flow and state water
resource allocation requirements for the White River as provided by the current Arkansas State Water
Plan (SWP). The requirements of the SWP are presented and discussed in Volume 3, Appendix B,
Section I, Water Balance paragraphs 4-A-01 and D-D-01.

PLANNING OBJECTIVES

GENERAL

The planning objectives for the Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project general
reevaluation were developed to formulate plans of improvement consistent with Federal, state and
local water and related land resources management needs and goals for the project area. These

objectives were developed through problem analysis and in partnership with the White River Regional
Irrigation Water Distribution District, the potential project sponsor.

STUDY-SPECIFIC

The following planning objectives were established consistent with and to be responsive to
the identified problems and opportunities. These objectives formed the strategies for development
of measures for formulation of alternative plans.

¢ Protect and preserve the alluvial aquifer.

& Provide a supplemental water supply to meet the irrigation water needs of the Grand
Prairie.

Maximize the use of conservation.
Enhance fish and wildlife habitat.

Restore native prairies.

& ¢ & ¢

Minimize Cost/Maximize Outputs

ALTERNATIVE PLANS

Alternative plans for the Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project were formulated to
address the planning objectives. A significant amount of data collection, modeling, analyses, and
formulation was accomplished in the Eastern Arkansas Region Comprehensive Study and was utilized
as the foundation for further development and refinement of alternative plans. Development of the
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alternative plans for this project was an iterative process that began at study initiation and continue
through the evaluation process. Additions and changes were made to accommodate the many
complex issues and constraints and to meet the needs and desires of the local interests.

STRATEGIES

Strategies were developed for solving the water resources problems and opportunities
identified and to achieve the goals and objectives. These strategies formed the basis for determination
of data and analyses needed to conduct the planning and make decisions relative to the assessment
and evaluation of alternative plans.

GROUNDWATER PROTECTION AND PRESERVATION

As previously discussed the most significant problem related to water supply and conservation
is the depletion of the alluvial aquifer. Long term stability and prevention of permanent loss of the
aquifer were major planning objectives.

AGRICULTURAL WATER SUPPLY
The economy of the Grand Prairie region is almost totally agriculture based and without water

for irrigation could not continue to function. A reliable source and supply of water for agricultural
irrigation is essential for the future of the region.

CONSERVATION

All available sources of water for agricultural irrigation are limited and must be conserved to
the maximum extent feasible. Conservation measures must be an integral part of any plan.

FISH AND WILDLIFE RESTORATION

The Grand Prairie area is one of the premier duck hunting areas in the world. The project
.~ offers significant opportunity to restore habitat for fish and wildlife and enhance the environment.

MEASURES

The following measures are the specific actions or features identified to address the planning
objectives.

TRRIGATION EFFICIENCIES
The efficiency of delivering and applying water to the crops being irrigated is an important

factor in determining the water needed and optimizing project design. Irrigation efficiency is defined
as the amount of applied water that benefits the crop divided by the total amount of water leaving the
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on-farm source. It is an indicator of the water loss due to levee seepage, evaporation, deep
percolation, tailwater runoff, and waste. Studies conducted by the Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS) have shown that installation of water conservation practices and water management
techniques can improve water application efficiencies. These conservation measures include land
leveling, soil moisture monitoring and irrigation scheduling programs, tailwater recovery systems,
application methods (sprinkler, drip, furrow, etc.), and utilization of pipelines for on-farm water
transfer. By increasing the efficiency of getting the water from the on-farm source to the field,
conservation measures effectively cut the demand and should be maximized to the extent practical.

Extensive field tests and analyses were conducted by NRCS for the Eastern Arkansas Water
Conservation Project (EAWCP) to detemine existing and potential irrigation efficiencies of typical
farms throughout eastern Arkansas. This project included 20 season long studies on flood rice
irrigation and 25 evaluations on other crops using intermittent flood irrigation. An irrigation water
needs analysis was performed which determined the irrigation efficiencies of the typical farm for rice
and other crops. Findings from these studies showed that current average irrigation efficiences for
the Grand Prairie region are approximately 60 percent. Field tests were conducted to determine the
achievable efficiencies using conservation practices. Land leveling was not considered for the Grand
Prairie area due to the near flat topography and the fact that most land has or is being leveled to the
extent feasible. Conservation analysis on typical cells and comparison of benefits and costs showed
that an improvement of about 10% in irrigation efficiency can realistically be achieved. Economic
analyses (Volume 10, Appendix D, Section II, Table D-III-35) confirmed that conservation provides
the best return per dollar invested. Therefore, the with project demands for the Grand Prairie
Demonstration Project were based on a project wide 70% efficiency in water appiications.

GROUNDWATER

Utilizing the digital groundwater flow modei of the alluvial aquifer developed and calibrated
by the U. S. Geological Survey to evaluate the effects of future pumping on the saturated thickness
of the aquifer; Dr. Richard C. Peralta, University of Arkansas, conducted an optimal conjunctive use -
sustained yield pumping analysis for the eastern Arkansas area. This analysis included the
development of a optimization/simulation model. The water management modet maximized the
available surface water resources and sustained groundwater yield. Optimal strategies for time-
varying demands over a 50 year period were developed and analyzed. These strategies were run with
and without conservation measures. Physically available water was insuffient to satisfy the water
demand in any scenario. The unsatisfied demand was the difference of the total demand and optimal
available water. The unsatisfied demand can only be met by importing water from other sources. A
monthly allocation model was developed for the cropping season to better quantify the timing of
specific irrigation needs.

The Peraita model provided an annual volume (ac-ft/yr) of available groundwater fora 3X3
square mile cell or 5,760 acres. This was the maximum amount of groundwater pumpage that would
sustained the aquifer and allow for recharge at a rate greater that pumpage. This volume was used
as a base condition in development of a water budget model. The unit safe yield was computed for
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each cell by dividing the safe yield for that cell by 5,760 acres (ac-ft/yr/ac). The available
groundwater for each tract was computed by multiplying the unit safe yield of the cell by the irrigated
acres on the tract. This estimate was considered a conservative value and would allow for recharge
of the area over a long term period of time.

ON-FARM STORAGE

On-farm storage is a practical means of capturing and storing additional surface water for
irrigation purposes. Farmers throughout eastern Arkansas and particularly in the Grand Prairie area
have depended on their storage reservoirs to provide the irrigation water they needed when all other
sources were exhausted. On-farm reservoirs provide the means for capturing runoff throughout the
year from existing streams during periods of high flow or storm events and to recapture irrigation
water unoff. On-farm storage provides that large volume of water needed for initial flooding of rice
fields and timely irrigation of other crops. Studies conducted by NRCS Conservation Districts have
shown that yields are substantially increased if water is applied at specific points in the plants growth
and development cycle. On-farm storage now provides approximately 14 percent of the irrigation
water in the Grand Prairie area. There are currently 15,566 acres of land in the Grand Prairie area
in storage reservoirs. These reservoirs provide 84,525 ac-ft of irrigation water annually. The existing
sources of available water for capture currently limit on-farm storage.

Analyses were conducted to determine the optimum amount of storage. These analyses
considered: the peak water need periods, the amount of land that a farmer would be willing to take
out of production, the availability of import water during peak use times, and the increased available
water for capture and storage with the implementation of conservation measures. Numerous storage
levels were run and evaluated. Initial storage levels were analyzed to minimize the peak demand on
the delivery system. This would minimize the size of the delivery system (pumping station, canals,
structures, etc.) and allow a more constant operation for the delivery system. The optimum level of
storage was determine to be approximately 25% of existing or 31% of the with project decreased
needs for an average year. The decreased needs are a resuit of conservation. This level was achieved
through balancing the availability of import water, timing of irrigation, filling reservoirs, and providing
water for fish and wildlife. This would required 8,849 acres of land and would provide 88,493 ac-ft
of additional irrigation water annually. All reservoirs would be placed on cropland. Storage levels
below this level would require the conversion of irrigated land to dry land farming. This level is
recommended based on supply-demand modeling and an economic tradeoff analysis. An increase or
decrease in storage reduces the net economic benefits. Storage water is utilized throughout the
cropping season on an as-needed and as-available basis, when other sources fail to meet the demands.

IMPORT WATER

The unmet need was the volume of water that could not be met with existing sources:
groundwater, surface water, rainfall, storage, etc. This unmet need would have to come from outside
sources. The total volume of import water needed is the decreased demand after implementation of
conservation measures less tailwater capture less available storage less groundwater pumpage at
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sustainable level. The major concern related to import water was a source that could supply this
volume of water at the time needed.

The only source of import water within the region that could provide the need was the White
River and flows in the White River fluctuate substantially throughout the year. A water balance
analysis (Volume 3, Appendix B, Section I) was conducted which considered all sources and
agricultural uses of water. Factors affecting the water balance included White River discharge,
rainfall, evaporation, on-farm storage, groundwater, import system capacity, delivery system losses,
and water demand. Determining the amount of water available from the White River and the delivery
system’s ability to supply the required water was key in evaluating project functionality and feasibility.
The water balance was conducted using HEC-5 for a 47 year period of record. Water balance
simulations were conducted for seven minimum flow conditions on the White River. Flow was
considered available for diversion when discharges were greater than the minimum requirements for
any other use or stop pump level. These seven minimum in-stream flow conditions were used to
determine the optimum pump cut-off level. However, the minimum instream flow requirements of
the Arkansas State Water Plan (SWP) were determined to be the governing constraint. The water
balance model provided the water available for diversion, flowrate of pumping station, residual flow
remaining in the White River, storage volume utilization, and water demand met on a daily basis.
Water supplied was sufficient to meet all demands approximately 87.6 percent of the time. All of the
demands were met during some years.

FLOODING FOR WATERFOWL

The project area is along a major migratory route for ducks and geese. A major need
identified by wildlife biologists is additional waterfow! feeding and resting areas along this route,
particularly in eastern Arkansas. A plan to provide additional waterfowl habitat within the project
area was developed by a coalition of Federal, state and private agencies. This project feature was
developed as a “joint venture” under the auspices of the North American Waterfowl Management
Plan. Water needed for flooding for waterfow] was based on a 45,000 acre target for the Grand
Prairie area identified in the North American Waterfowl Agreement. Required flooding depths were
estimated by environmental specialists to be an average of 4 inches. The goal, dependent upon
available water, was to annually flood 45,000 acres of harvested fields and annually manage up to
30,000 additional acres to impound rain water. The need for this water is from mid-October to the

end of November.

FISH HABITAT

Within the project area, only limited fisheries exist in many of the small tributary streams due
to desiccation during summer months. The Grand Prairie Area Demonstration Project provides
opportunities to enhance fisheries in these tributaries and create fisheries within new canals. Weirs
placed in existing streams for irrigation purposes will provide pools of sufficient depth to maintain
year round fisheries. New canals and storage reservoirs will also provide additional fish habitat.
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PRAIRIE RESTORATION

Since this region once contained a vast tallgrass prairie, native prairie grasses (i.e. big
bluestem, little bluestem, Indiangrass, switchgrass, etc,) and possibly some prairie forbs will be
planted within the rights-of-way of the proposed irrigation canals. The potential planting are within
these rights-of-way totals approximately 3,000 acres, affording an opportunity to increase
substantially the amount of prairie within the project area. However, prairie restoration can be costly
and time consuming. Therefore, experimental planting of the prairie grasses will be conducted to
determine the appropriate planting methodology and associated costs. Results of this experimentation
will be used to ascertain the feasibility and amount of restoration practical.

ALTERNATIVES

Numerous structural and non-structural measures were considered and evaluated in the
formulation of alternative plans. Measures which had been determined either not feasible,
unacceptable, or did not meet the needs of the area during feasibility studies were not considered in
the general reevaluation. These measures included groundwater artificial recharge, intensified mining
of deeper aquifers, reallocation of storage in the White River reservoirs and construction of large
reservoirs. Engineering, environmental, economic, sociological, institutional, acceptability, and other
factors were key in the formulation of alternatives to insure that resources were not wasted in the
development of unimplementable plans.

The following is a presentation of alternatives developed for the Grand Prairie Area
Demonstration Project. Some of the alternatives were carried forward through complete and
detailed engineering, economic, and cost analyses. Others were screened or eliminated from
detailed studies at various points throughout the planning process. Formulation of alternative
plans and optimization of project measures were initially accomplished for a project area
consisting of 394,475 acres (281,980 cropland - 273,969 irrigated). As previously discussed the
project area was reduced by approximately 11% to a project area of 362,662 acres (254,406
cropland - 247,556 irrigated). Alternatives for the original project area are denoted with an A
while the modified project area by B (example, Alternatives 1A and 1B). Several of the original
project area’s alternatives that contained an import system were analyzed with various withdrawal
limitations on the White River. The modified project area’s alternatives were analyzed with the
limitations of the current Arkansas state law on withdrawals from the White River. All
alternatives were based on groundwater providing approximately 35,574 acre-feet annually, the
long-term sustained yield of the alluvial aquifer from groundwater studies which will allow

recharge.
ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO ACTION
This alternative is the set of conditions that are expected to occur in the proposed project area

in the absence of a project. The supply of irrigation water is expected to decrease significantly as the
groundwater aquifer is depleted, Figure 4. Historical and current trends reaffirmed by well data and
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field observation by NRCS and local farmers in conjunction with results of extensive groundwater
modeling studies of eastern Arkansas as previous discussed show that even the latest projections are
conservative. However, before the aquifer is completely exhausted and in order to preserve the
aquifer for future generations it is likely that the state of Arkansas will designate this area as “critical
groundwater area” at which point withdrawals would likely be limited to the annual recharge rate.
Legal and institutional restrictions would then become the governing factor instead of physical
constraints. Existing on-farm storage reservoirs, capture of rainfall, and recovery of irrigation water
are projected to remain unchanged. The desired land use and demand for irrigation water in the
future will remain the same as present conditions; however, it is expected that only about 22% of the
project area can be irrigated during an average year. This alternative includes the installation of on-
farm practices and storage reservoirs utilizing existing farm programs to improve efficiencies and
reduce water needs. Alternative 1 was carried through detailed hydrologic and economic analyses
and used as the base with which to compare the effects of all other alternatives. The hydrologic and
economic analyses for Alternative 1 were conducted for the original and modified project areas.
These two investigations are defined as: Alternative 1A for the original project area and Alternative
1B for the modified project area.

ALTERNATIVE 2 - STORAGE ONLY

An alternative to construct additional on-farm storage reservoirs without an import system
or conservation measures was evaluated. Initial hydrologic modeling indicated that irrigation water
available for use on the farm might actually decrease if additional reservoirs were built without any
source for additional supply. This analysis showed that farmers in the Grand Prairie are currently
capturing the maximum amount of rainfall physically possible without the implementation of other
measures. Building more reservoirs would not allow existing reservoirs to be filled to capacity and
would increase evaporation and infiltration losses as the water is spread out over more surface
acreage. Since additional reservoirs could only be filled in extremely wet years without import water
and since this alternative does not meet the planning goals and objectives, it was deleted from further

study.
ALTERNATIVE 3 - CONSERYATION WITH STORAGE

Alternative 3 consists of conservation measures without any import water. Conservation
measures would be implemented to maximize the use of existing water sources to the extent practical.
These measures are designed to increase the efficiency or usage of irrigation water. As previously
discussed in a previous section on irrigation efficiencies, the current 60% efficiency rate would be
increased to 70% through the installation of conservation measures. With this alternative the
availability of existing runoff for capture would limit new reservoir construction to 1379 acres and
conservation measures could only be placed on approximately 31 percent of the area’s current
irrigated acreage. This means that when groundwater is depleted or regulated at the safe yield only
about 31 percent of the area could remain in irrigation in the absence of some form of supplemental
source of irrigation water. The remainder of the area would convert to dryland agriculture. Analyses
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for Alternative 3 were conducted for the original and modified project areas and defined as:
Alternative 3A for the original project area and Alternative 3B for the modified project area.

ALTERNATIVE 4 - IMPORT SYSTEM & CONSERVATION WITHOUT ADDITIONAL
STORAGE

Alternative 4 includes the conservation features (excluding additional on-farm storage
reservoirs) described in Alternative 3 in conjunction with an import system which diverts water from
the White River. It would use import water to fill existing on-farm reservoirs during the non-crop
season and provide water directly to the field during the crop season. Studies conducted by NRCS
showed that the desired conservation efficiencies could not be achieved without additional storage.
This alternative was dropped from further consideration since previous studies and analyses have
shown that conservation is the measure that yields the most return for the dollar invested and should
be included in any plan developed.

ALTERNATIVE 5 - COMBINATION CONSERVATION, STORAGE AND IMPORT
WATER

This alternative consists of a combination of conservation measures, on-farm storage, and an
1800 CFS import system. As in Alternative 3, on-farm storage will provide approximately 25% of
the existing irrigation needs or 30% of with-project needs reduced by conservation. Again
conservation measures are designed to achieve the optimum level increasing the irrigation efficiencies
from 60% to 70% for the entire project area. On-farm storage is used to capture existing runoff and
to store import water for use during peak demand periods or when other sources cannot provide the
need. Import water is provided by transfer of excess water from the White River to the farms through
a system of new canals, existing streams, and pipelines. These three components are not independent
or stand alone features. They are related and depend on each other to function properly. Analyses
for Alternative 5 were conducted for the original and modified project areas and designated as.
Alternative 5A for the original project area and Alternative SB for the modified project area.

Alternative 5A requires 9,790 acres of new on-farm storage supplying 97,900 acre-feet.
Alternative 5B requires 8,849 acres supplying 88,493 acre-feet. Alternative SA was further analyzed
at various stop pump levels or withdrawal limitations on the White River to demonstrate that the most
efficient level was identified. These withdrawal or stop pump levels include the current Arkansas
State Water Plan (variable rate) and the following flows measured in cubic feet per second (CFS):
5250, 7,125, 9,650; 11,350; 12,850; and 17,500. A detailed discussion of this analysis is included
in the impacts assessment for the White River (Volume 3, Appendix B, Section I, Part D, Topic D,
White River and Volume 10 Appendix D, Section ITI, Optimization of On-Farm Features and White
River Withdrawals). The stop pump or residual flows in the White River in conjunction with this
alternative are as follows:
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< Alternative SA(1) - 5,250 CFS residual flow

4 Alternative SA(2) - 7,125 CFS residual flow

4 Alternative SA(3) - 9,650 CFS residual flow

¢ Alternative SA(4) - 11,350 CFS residual flow

4 Alternative SA(S) - 12,850 CFS residual flow

4 Alternative SA(6) - Current Arkansas State Water Plan
4 Alternative SA(7) - 17,500 CFS residual flow

Alternative SB was analyzed for the Current Arkansas State Water Plan, (6) above, only. The
results of analyses for Alternative SA indicated that it was economically viable to withdraw excess
flows down to the 5,250 to 7,125 range. However, it was recognized that since current Arkansas
state law limits the potential withdrawals, this institutional constraint should be used as the maximum
withdrawal for comparing the effects of all alternatives.

ALTERNATIVE 6 - COMBINATION ALTERNATIVE PLUS ADDITIONAL STORAGE

Alternative 6 consists of the conservation features and 1,800 cfs import system in Alternative
5 above. The difference is that new on-farm storage is increased an additional 25%. Alternative 6
for the original and modified project areas was designated as Alternative 6A for the original project
area and Alternative 6B for the modified project area.

Alternative 6A requires an additional 2,448 acres of on-farm storage for a total of 12,238
acres of new storage and supplies 122,380 acre-feet. Alternative 6B requires an additional 2,212
acres for a total of 11,061 acres of new storage and supplies 110,610 acre-feet. Alternative 6A was
analyzed for the same array of stop-pump scenarios as Alternative SA designated as follows:

& Alternative 6B(1) - 5,250 CFS restdual flow

4 Alternative 6B(2) - 7,125 CFS residual flow

% Alternative 6B(3) - 9,650 CFS residual flow

% Alternative 6B(4) - 11,350 CFS residual flow

¢ Alternative 6B(5) - 12,850 CFS residual flow

& Alternative 6B(6) - Current Arkansas State Water Plan
& Alternative 6B(7) - 17,500 CFS residual flow

A comparison of Alternatives SA and 6A revealed that increase levels of on-farm storage
above the optimum level identified in studies by the NRCS were not economically feasible. Any
increased benefit provided by additional storage was more than offset by the added cost of building
the storage. Based on these results, detailed analyses was not conducted for Alternative 6.
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ALTERNATIVE 7 - IMPORT SYSTEM OPTIMIZATION

The prior alternatives were developed and used to optimize the on-farm features of the project
(conservation measures and on-farm storage). All prior alternatives used an 1,800 CFS import
system which was the hydrologic optimum for satisfying an average year’s demands for the original
project area with unlimited withdrawals from the White River. However, the White River cannot
support unlimited withdrawals due to low flows and the institutional constraints of current state law
which was put in place to protect all users. Because of these constraints, it was necessary to look at
an array of import system sizes to show that the optimum import system was chosen from an
economic standpoint. The on-farm components of Alternative 7 were held constant at the 70 percent
conservation level while on-farm storage was held constant at 8,949 acres (88,490 acre-feet) of new
reservoirs. Only the import system is allowed to vary for Alternative 7. The following four
alternatives were analyzed under the Current Arkansas State Water Plan and were designated as:

< Alternative 7A -- 1,480 CFS import system
4 Alternative 7B -- 1,640 CFS import system
& Alternative 7C -- 1,800 CFS import system
% Alternative 7D -- 1,960 CFS import system

SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives 2 and 4 were screened or eliminated from detailed analysis and/or refinement at an early
stage of the study process. Alternative 2 is the amount of additional on-farm storage that could be
filled using existing sources of surface water. Preliminary studies by NRCS had indicated that
existing water sources with increased conservation could support approximately 1,400 surface acres
of additional storage. Further modeling by the Memphis District indicated that irrigation water
available to the farms might actually decrease if more reservoirs are built. This modeling showed that
the farmers within the Grand Prairie region are already capturing the maximum amount of rainfall
physically possible. Building more reservoirs would increase evaporation and infiltration losses as
the water is spread over more surface acreage. Since it is questionable whether the reservoirs could
be filled without an import system and since this alternative does not meet the objectives of the study,
it was not carried forward into detaited study.

Alternative 4 used only the existing level of on-farm storage (no additional storage) in
conjunction with the import system. After consultation with NRCS, it was determined that the
desired conservation efficiencies could not be achieved without building new reservoirs. Since all
previous studies (Corps feasibility study and preliminary PED study and NRCS studies) have shown
that conservation yields the most return for the dollar invested, this alternative was eliminated before
going into detailed study. Any economic contributions made by it would be more than offset by the
economic losses associated with the lost conservation efficiencies.
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REFINEMENT OF ALTERNATIVES

Initially three alternatives were carried into detailed analysis. They were Alternatives 3, 5,
and 6. Alternative 3 (conservation and storage without the import system) yields a higher dollar
return for each dollar invested than any single or combination of measures. Its measures should
always be used to the maximum or optimum extent before adding any other measure since it provides
water more cost effectively than any other source. However, conservation cannot supply all of the
Grand Prairie area’s future without-project unmet need. The limiting factor in using conservation
measures is that they are effective only when there is available water to recover. A point is quickly
reached where the available sources of irrigation water are exhausted and only a small portion of an
average year's unmet need can be satisfied. Conservation practices are recommended to be used over
the entire project area in conjunction with the alternative sources provided by other alternatives, since
conservation reduces the total amount of water required and is more cost effective. Because of this,
the features in Alternative 3 were incorporated into the design of Alternatives 5 and 6.

Alternatives 5 and 6 incorporated the conservation measures of Alternative 3 and two storage
levels along with an 1,800 cfs pump station and import system. This size import system is the
minimum required to supply an average year’s unmet demand based on unlimited withdrawals from
the White River. Alternative 5 is the minimum level of on-farm storage necessary to achieve
Alternative 3's desired conservation levels for the entire project area. Any decrease would reduce the
conservation efficiencies and cause a corresponding shift from irrigation to dryland practices during
an average year. It calls for the construction of 9,790 surface acres off new reservoirs providing
approximately 97,900 acre-feet of storage. This volume will satisfy approximately 25 percent of
existing irrigation needs or about 30 percent of with-project needs which are reduced by conservation
measures. Any cost savings from reducing on-farm storage below this level would be more than
offset by the economic losses associated with the lost conservation efficiencies. Alternative 6 called
for increasing the on-farm storage reservoirs in Alternative 5 by 25% for an additional 2,448 surface
acres or a total of 12,238 additional reservoirs. These additional reservoirs were found not to be
incrementally economically justified.

Altematives 5 and 6 also used an array of operating methods or withdrawal limitations on the
White River. The smallest limitation was shown to be the most desirable from an economic
standpoint. However, current Arkansas State law prohibits withdrawals below the instream flow
requirements established in the Arkansas State Water Plan (SWP). This institutional or legal limit can
only be changed with legislation. Based on this constraint and the recommendations of the state of
Arkansas, the operation plan that disallowed any withdrawals below the established limits set forth
in the SWP was adopted as the operation plan for project design and analyses. Operation plans that
further increase withdrawal limitations (or reduce withdrawals) over the Arkansas SWP, reduce the
project benefits greater than any reductions of potential adverse effects or costs and as such are not
recommended for adoption.

At this point the conservation and on-farm storage levels of Alternative 5 were determined
to be optimized. Their optimum levels are established and no further study is required to support
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their selection. The supporting economic data is presented in Table 5. However, further analysis is
required to identify the optimum import system size. These features were recommended to be carried
into the final array of plans along with the withdrawal limitation coinciding with the current Arkansas
SWP to determine the optimum import system size.

Table §.
GRAND PRAIRIE AREA DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
Summary of Annual Benefits, Costs, Excess Benefits, and Benefit-Cost Ratios
(October 1995 Price Levels, 7.75% Discount Rate, $000)

Annusl Annual Excess Benefit-

Alternative Benefit Cost Benefit Cost Ratio
3A 5,949 2,959 2,990

SA(1) 66,448 47,361 19,087

5A(2) 66,332 47,349 18,983

5A(3) 64,760 47,209 17,551

5A(4) 62,197 47,000 15,197 1.32
S5A(5) 58,838 46,630 12,208 1.26
5A(6) 54,538 46,027 8,511 1.18
S5AM 49213 45,552 1,661 1.08
6A(D) 66,782 49,163 17,619 1.36
6A(2) 66,679 49,151 17,528 1.36
6A(3) 65,081 49,011 16,070 1.33
6A(4) 62,576 48,806 13,770 1.28
6A(5) 60,334 48 445 11,889 1.25
6A(6) 54,764 47,849 6,915 114
6A(T) 49,894 47 381 2,513 1.05 I
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FINAL ARRAY OF ALTERNATIVE PLANS

Alternative 7 incorporates the optimum features identified during the refinement process along
with four pump station and import system sizes. These four alternatives were analyzed under the
Current Arkansas State Water Plan. The four alternatives are:

¢ Alternative 7A -- 1,480 CFS import system
% Alternative 7B -- 1,640 CFS import system
< Alternative 7C -- 1,800 CFS import system
4 Alternative 7D -- 1,960 CFS import system

These four sizes were used to bracket and select the optimum import system size. The 1,640
cfs system (Alternative 7B) was identified as the optimum plan. It is the optimum size from two
standpoints. The first is the project’s capability to supply an average year’s unmet demand.
Hydrologic modeling confirmed its features to be the minimum required to meet an average year’s
unmet demand with unlimited flows from the White River. The second is optimization from an
economic standpoint which examines the trade-offs associated with meeting the unmet demands with
limited flows from the White River. Alternative 7B maximizes the excess benefits over costs and
therefore is the optimum or NED plan. The economic trade-offs are presented in Table 6.

Table 6.

GRAND PRAIRIE AREA DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
Summary of Annual Benefits, Costs, Excess Benefits, and Benefit-Cost Ratios
Alternatives 7A-D
(October 1996 Price Levels, 7.375% Discount Rate, $000)

Annual Annual Excess Benefit-
| Alternative Benefit Cost Benefit Cost Ratio

7A 35,290 28,512 6178 12
7B 36,132 29,256 6,876 12
7C 36,744 29,974 6,770 1.2
7D 37,331 30,689 6,642 1.2 I
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TRADE-OFF ANALYSES

This section of the report focuses on the differences between the alternative plans presented
in the final array based on the effects in the NED, EQ, RED, and OSE accounts. The plan with the
greatest net economic benefits consistent with protecting the nation’s environment would be selected,
unless deviation is justified on the basis of trading off contributions of the other plans. Several factors
were considered as trade-offs during plan formulation. These considerations are discussed in previous
sections and include: (1) the amount of on-farm storage and conservation versus import water, (2) the
demand for White River flows by various users; and (3) the short term impacts of construction and the
overall net increase in benefits to fish and wildlife habitat and the environment.

NED ACCOUNT

Table 7, System of Accounts, indicates that all four of the alternatives in the final array are
economically justified. All plans contribute more to the national economy in the way of direct or
primary benefits than they would cost to build, operate, and maintain. Annual benefits include benefits
from agricultural irrigation, NED employment, and waterfowl. Alternative 7B is identified as the NED
plan since it maximizes excess benefits over costs. It provides in excess of $36 million dollars in annual
benefits at an annual cost of slightly over $29 million. Its excess benefits over costs are $6.9 million
with a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.2 to 1.

EQ ACCOUNT

Within the project area there are both rural and urban lands. However the project primarily
affects the rural lands. Most of the rural lands affected by the project are cleared and intensively
farmed. There are significant positive contributions to the EQ account by all alternatives as shown in
Section C of Table 7, System of Accounts. They would provide significant wildlife and aquatic habitat
and have no effect on any threatened or endangered species. The most significant adverse effects
would result from the clearing of 245 acres of valuable wildlife habitat. One hundred eighteen acres
of habitat would be lost to project features; and 127 acres would be cleared, but allowed to regenerate
following construction.

RED ACCOUNT

The System of Accounts shows that all alternatives contribute positively to the RED account.
They prevent the erosion of the economy’s agricultural base by sustaining irrigation and maintaining
employment. They contribute positively to local government finances by preventing widespread
declines in property values (tax base). There is a positive contribution to local empioyment during
construction of the project and from operation and maintenance activities over the life of the project.
There are also other secondary or spin-off effects which have not been quantified in the account but
nevertheless are real, affecting area lending institutions, farm supply retailers, equipment dealerships,
and other firms where those employed by the agricultural sector of the local economy spend their
wages. '
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Table 7.

GRAND PRAIRIE AREA DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
System of Accounts
(October 1996 Price Levels, 7.375 Percent Discount Rate)

Accomnt Altsrusttve 7A Adteraitve 7B Altermstive 1C Aernagtve TD |
A PLAN DESCRIPTION 1,480 CFS Impont System 1,640 CFS Import System 1,800 CFS Import System 1,960 CFS Import System ||
B. NATIONAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
1. First Cost $264,003,000 $270,512,000 $277,022,000 $2£3,531,000
2. Anmaal Benefits $35,290,000 $36,132,000 $37,744,000 $37,331,000
3. Annusl Costa $28,512,000 $29,256,000 $29,974,000 330,689,000 ll
4. BC 12 12 12 12 ||
C. ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
1. Biological Resources
2 Wildlife Habitat
(1) Beneficial Effocts 38,234 acres of flooded, harvested 38,523 acres of flooded, 38,766 acres of fiooded, harvested | 39,128 acres of flooded, harvested
rice ficlds on an average annual harvesied rice field on an average rice field on an average anpual rice fiekds on an average anmal
basis; 22,213,954 duck-use-days annual basis; 22,383,025 DUDs basis; 22,523,,046 DUDe bagis; 22,733,368 DUDs
(DUDs) per anmum. per Year. annually. annually.
(2) Adverse Effects 245 acres of valuabie habitat Same as Alternative 7A. Same as Alternative 7A. Samo a2 Alternative 7A.
impacted; loss of 104 annualized
habitat unit values.
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Table 7.

GRAND PRAIRIE AREA DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
System of Accounts
(October 1996 Price Levels, 7.375 Percent Discount Rate)

Accommt Altermative T4 Alternative 7B Allermathve 7C Alernative T
|
b. Aquatic Resources “
{1) Beneficial Effects Benefita to tributary streama Same sa Ahemative 7TA Same as Alternative TA. Same as Alternative 7A
would be 4,328 fishery habitat
units (HUsyYmonth; 8,560
WMMMWW
{(2) Adverse Effects Minimal impact to White River Similar to Altermative 7A. Similar to Alternative TA. Similar to Alternative 7A.
aquatic resources.
¢. Threatened or Endangered Specics
“ (1) Beneficial Effects No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect
(2) Adverse Effecta No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect
2. Air Quality
. Bencficial Effects No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect
b. Adverse Effocts Construction Will Result in 8 Construction Will Result in a Construction Will Result in a Construction Will Resuht in a
Tesporary Decrease in Air Temporary Decrease in Air Temporary Decrease in Air Temporary Decrease in Air
Quduymmmmam Quality due to Dust and Exhaust Quality due to Dust and Exhaust Qulnymetol)numdb'xhnm
3. Water Quality
8. Beneficial Effecta Slight Benefts to Tributary Slight Benefits to Tributary Sligit Benefits 1o Tributary Slight Benefits to Tributary
Streams and Farmland Stroams and Farmland Streams and Farmland Strearns and Farmland
b. Adverse Effects Construction Will Cause a Construction Will Cause 2 Construction Will Cause a Construction Will Cause a
Temporary Increase in Erosion Temporary Increase in Erosion Temporary Increase in Erosion Temporary Increasc in Erosion
and Turbidity and Turbidilz and Turbidity and Turbidity




Table 7.

GRAND PRAIRIE AREA DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
System of Accounts
(October 1996 Price Levels, 7.375 Percent Discount Rate)

Ascomnt Altermathye 74 Algermative TR Altermative 7C Albermmitve TID “
4. Wooded Land “
. Beneficiat Effects No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect
b. Adverse Effects Slight Loas in Lands Required for | Slight Loss in Lands Required for | Slight Loss in Lands Roquired for | Slight Loss in Lands Required for
Construction Rights-Of-Way Construction Rights-Of-Way Construction Rights-Of-Way Construction Rights-Of-Way
5. Agricultural Land
8. Bencficial Effects Irrigation Will Be Maindained Irrigation Will Be Maitriained Irrigation Will Be Maintained Irvigation Will Be Maintained
Which Will Prevent a Significant Which Will Prevent a Sigpificant | Which Will Prevent a Significant Which Will Prevent a Significant
Decrease in Agricultural Decrease in Agricultural Decrease in Agricultural Decresse in Agriculiusal
Production, Land Values, and Production, Land Values, and Production, Land Valucs, and Production, Land Values, and
Tax Base Tax Base Tax Base Tax Base
b. Adverse Effects Slight Loss in Lands Required for | Slight Loss in Lands Required for | Slight Loss in Lands Required for | Slight Loss in Lands Required foc
Construction Rights-Of Way Construction Rights-Of-Way Comstruction Rights-Of-Way Construction Rights-Of-Way
No Significant Effect No Significant Effect No Significam Effect No Significant Effect |
No Significant Effect No Significant Effect No Significant Effect No Significant Effect |
Could Halt or Slow Desiccation Could Halt or Slow Desiccation Couid Halt or Slow Desiccation Could Halt or Slow Desiceation
of Groundwater Wotlands Along of Groundwator Wetlands Along of Groundwater Wetlands Along of Groundwater Wetlands Along
White River White River White River White River
121 Acres Adversely Impacted by | 121 Acres Adversely Impacted by | 121 Acres Adversety Impacted by | 121 Acres Adversely Impacted by
Construction of the Delivery Construction of the Delivery Construction of the Delivery Construction of the Delivery
System §zuan Sm Systemn




Table 7.

System of Accounts
(October 1996 Price Levels, 7.375 Percent Discount Rate)

GRAND PRAIRIE AREA DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

Aceouns Aliernagive 7A Alernative 7B Aliernsitve 7C Altoruagive 7D |
8. Historic Propertics
a. Beneficial Effects No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect
b. Adverse Effects No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect
D. REGIONAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
1. Income
2. Beneficial Effects 336,513,0i)0 $37,385,000 $38,027,000 $38,644,000
b. Adverse Effects $28,512,000 329,256,000 $29,974,000 $30,689,000
|| 2. Employment
1. Beneficial Effocts Prevents Significant Loss of Jobs Prevents Significant Losa of Jobs Prevents Significant Loss of Jobs Provents Significant Loss of Joba
in Local Economy due 1o Lost in Local Economy due 10 Lost in Local Econonry due to Lost n Local Economy due to Lost
from Irrigated to Dryland Practice | from Irigated to Dryland Practice | from lIrrigated to Dryland Practice from Irrigated to Dryland Practice
a2 the Aquifer is Depletad as the Aquifer is Depleted a1 the Aguifer is Depleted a8 the Aquifer is Depletod
b. Adverse Effects No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect I'
3. Regional Growth
a Beneficial Effocts No New Growth but Prevents No New Growth but Prevents No New Growth but Prevents No New Growth but Prevents
Resources are Exhausted and Reaources are Exhausted and Resources are Exhausted and Resources are Exhauated and
b. Adverse Effects No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect ll




Table 7.
GRAND PRAIRIE AREA DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
System of Accounts

(October 1996 Price Levels, 7.375 Percent Discount Rate)

Accounmt Altermaifve TA Algermative 7B Altermative 7T Alternaiive 7D “
4. Local Governinent Finance ll
a. Beneficial Effects Prevents Decrease in Property Prevents Decrease in Property Prevents Decrease in Property Prevents Decrease in Property
Values and Tax Basc is Values and Tax Base is Values and Tax Base is VlluesdeaxBueu
Maimtained Maintained Maintained
b. Adverse Effects No Effect Since Local No Effect Since Local No Effect Since Local No Effect Since Local [
Government Will Not Finance or Government Will Not Finance or Government Will Not Finance or Government Will Not Finance or |
Maintain the Project Maintain the Project Maintain the Project Maintain the Project ‘
E. OTHER SOCIAL EFFECTS
| 1. Noise
|| a. Beneficial Effects No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect
“ b. Adverse Effects Increased Noise Level During Increased Noise Level During Increased Noise Level During Increased Noise Level During
Construction Construction Construction Construction
2. Assthetics
a. Beneficial Effects No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect II
b. Adverse Effects No Significant Effect No Significant Effect No Significant Effect No Significant Effect
3. Heakth and Safety
&. Beneficial Effocts Heips Protect and Sustain Heipe Protect and Sustain Helps Protect and Sustain Helps Proloct and Sustain
. Alluvial Aquifer Alluvial Aquifer Alluvial Aquifer Alluvial Aquifer
b. Adverse Effects Increase in Injuries During Increase in Injurics During Increase in Injuries During Increase in Injuries During
Proi C ion and Progect Construction and P[ojoc(mlnd Prosect Construction and
Maintenance Maintenance Maintenance Maintenance




Table 7.

GRAND PRAIRIE AREA DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
System of Accounts
(October 1996 Price Levels, 7.375 Percent Discount Rate)

Accounmnt Alternative 74 Alermative TB Aliternative 7C Alternative 7D
. Displacement of People “
1. Beneficial Effects No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect “
b. Adverse Effects No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect
. Community Cohesion
a. Beneficial Effects No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect
b. Adverse Effects No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect ||
. Emergency Preparcdnoss
a. Beneficial Effects No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect
b. Adversc Effects No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect
. Recrestional Opportunities
2. Boneficial Effocts Provides Approximately 20,834 | Provides Approximately 21,129 | Provides Approximately 21,366 | Provides Approximately 21,728
Additional Acres of Watorfowl Additional Acres of Waterfowl Additional Acres of Waterfow) Additional Acres of Waterfowt
Habitat for Hunting Purposes Habitat for Hunting Purposes Habitat for Hunting Purposcs Habitat for Hunting Purposcs
b. Adversc Effocts No Significant Effect No Effect No Effect No E